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SURVEY  OF  MARCH  1994  FOCUS  GROUP  PARTICIPANTS  ON 
RESTRAINTS  TO  INCREASED  FARM  INCOME 
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"FOOD  FOR  PROFIT" 
A  COMPREHENSIVE  APPROACH  TO  AGRICULTURAL  POUCY 


Earlier  this  y®ar,  the  go¥ernmeiit  of  Alberta  initiated  steps  to  tielp  in  setting  new 
directions  for  farm  Ineome  support  policy.  This  was  in  response  to  indications 
from  farme-       '   f  were  not  entirely  comfortable  with  what  they  saw  in  terms 

of  safety-m.  :  Lr  3;?: '^Ims  at  the  federal  lemL 

The  first  step  was  a  consultatiwe  process  aimed  at  obtaining  farmers' views  on  the 
future  structure  of  farm  Income  support.  To  do  this,  a  number  of  meetings  were 
held  in  March  with  farmers  across  Alberta. 

The  second  step  was  for  the  government  to  assess  what  farmers  said  and,  based 
on  thiSf  map  out  possible  policy  proposals  that  would  meet  the  objectives  that 
were  ©niinciar       -        ^  —     -      completed.  The  result  consists  of  a 
comprehensiwi.  „ ^  j x  . . .  w^. .  :    jgles  to  remove  restraints  to  earning 
increased  income  from  the  marl^et  and  options  to  offset  farm  income  losses. 

The  third  step  is  to  now  return  to  farmers  and  again  ask  for  their  reaction  to  these 
strategies.  The  following  material  is  intended  to  facilitate  this  third  stage. 

The  intent  of  the  March  meetings  was  to  seek  industry  views  on  principles  and  criteria 
for  income  safety  nets  for  Alberta  producers.  The  following  is  a  sense  of  what  farmers 
said. 

•  Fundamental  economic  forces  have  been,  and  still  are,  at  work  that  have  shaped 
government  legislation,  policy  and  programs  that  impact  farmers. 

®    The  current  government  policies  and  programs  are  not  working  and  in  many  cases 
is  inhibiting  rather  than  enhancing  farmers'  ability  to  maintain  and  increase 
incomes. 

•  The  reason  why  current  systems  are  not  working  is  that  the  worid  has  changed. 
The  worid  has  become  a  smaller  place  where  governments  are  increasingly  unable 
to  provide  protection  for  farmers  from  competitive  forces.  The  result  has  been  an 
endless  cycle  of  income  shortfalls  followed  by  government  interventions  which 
have  had  an  additive  effect  on  distortions  in  the  farming  sector. 

•  Government's  ability  to  act  has  been  limited  by  lack  of  funds  and  international 
trade  rules. 
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The  way  to  survive  and  prosper  in  the  new  world  is  to  "be"  competitive.  This  is 
important  not  only  from  the  point  of  view  of  extracting  the  inherent  benefits  of  being 
competitive  but  also  because  of  the  fact  that  the  Alberta  industry  is  so  dependant 
on  exports. 

•  But  in  order  to  become  competitive  internationally,  the  first  step  is  to  become 
competitive  at  home.  This  means  breaking  down  the  constraints  that  inhibit 
farmers'  ability  to  be  competitive. 

•  It  is  governments'  role  to  work  toward  removing  constraints  and  to  create  an 
environment  that  enables  farmers  to  maximize  the  returns  from  their  particular 
combinations  of  resources  and  management  skills. 

•  A  more  open,  less  restrictive  business  environment  will  reduce  the  need  for  income 
protection  provided  by  governments.  However,  events  such  as  natural  disasters  or 
changes  in  market  conditions  outside  some  predictable  range  might  justify  a  role 
for  governments  in  providing  a  certain  level  of  support. 

•  Any  such  support  must  be  provided  in  a  manner  which  meets  the  principles  and 
criteria  set  out  by  the  safety  nets  coalition. 

In  view  of  what  farmers  appear  to  be  saying,  and  in  keeping  with  ensuring  that  any 
future  changes  are  effective  and  sustainable,  the  Alberta  Government  puts  forward  the 
following  general  parameters  for  consideration  by  farmers. 

•  Policy  reform  should  be  strategically  sound.  The  formulation  of  agricultural  policy 
has  tended  to  take  place  in  response  to  immediate  circumstances  and  has  often 
been  targeted  at  maintenance  of  a  status  quo.  This  has  resulted  in  varying 
degrees  of  structural  inflexibility  in  the  agriculture  sector  limiting  responsiveness  to 
changing  circumstances.  Future  policy  choices  need  to  therefore  take  account  of 
future  circumstances  and  ensure  the  required  level  of  responsiveness. 

•  Policy  reform  needs  to  be  integrated  and  comprehensive.  Otherwise,  the  resulting 
programs  can  work  at  cross  purposes  with  each  other  and  defeat  the  objectives  of 
the  reform  process.  For  example,  an  income  program  that  envisions  government 
intervention  only  in  limited  circumstances  will  not  be  effective  or  sustainable  unless 
farmers  have  the  ability  to  maximize  their  incomes  from  the  market.  Agricultural 
programs  and  policies  have  tended  to  be  developed  in  isolation,  responding  to 
specific  needs  and  demands.  This  kind  of  approach  often  ignores  factors  such  as 
cross-commodity  linkages.  The  prime  example  of  this  on  Canada,  of  course,  is  the 
effect  of  the  Crow  Benefit  on  the  livestock  sector.  If  income  based  programs  are  to 
work,  farmers  must  be  able  to  take  advantage  of  returns  from  the  broadest  base 
possible.  Policies  and  programs  that  favour  one  product  over  another,  or  disrupt 
markets  in  any  other  way,  interfere  with  this  ability. 
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•    Finally,  programs  and  policies  need  to  be  coherent  and  clearly  articulated.  Too 
often  the  question  is  asked,  "Why  are  we  doing  this?"  Only  when  farmers  and 
governments,  as  well  as  taxpayers  and  consumers,  have  a  clear  answer  to  this 
question,  will  policy  formulation  be  sound. 

With  the  foregoing  general  framework  in  mind,  and  in  keeping  with  the  goal  of  this  third 
step  in  the  exercise,  the  balance  of  this  document  contains  subjects  that  are  going  to 
be  discussed  at  the  ag.  policy  consultation  meetings  June  9  -  22,  1994,  at  which  farmer 
input  will  be  sought. 
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SUBJECT:  grain  MARKETING,  HANDLING  AND  TRANSPORTATION 
OBJECTIVE: 

To  work  toward  the  creation  of  a  grain  marketing,  handling  and  transportation 
system  in  Canada  that  significantly  improves  the  opportunities  for  farmers  to 
maximize  income  from  the  market  place. 

STRATEGIES: 

1.  Modify  CWB  Operations  -  Alberta  supports  a  review  of  the  role  and  mandate  of 
the  CWB  and  changes  in  the  operation  of  the  CWB  that  will  allow,  on  an 
individual  basis,  for  marketing  choice  and  market  opportunities  and  also 
reduce  the  threat  of  trade  action.  This  includes,  among  other  things,  placing 
the  purchase  of  wheat  and  barley  on  a  BASIS  system,  allowing  any  producer 
or  grain  company,  including  the  CWB,  to  buy  and  sell  both  wheat  and  barley  in 
North  America,  and  retaining  the  right  of  the  CWB  to  buy  at  terminal  position 
and  to  sell  or  to  designate  sellers  in  wheat  and  barley  in  offshore  markets. 

2.  Change  the  Method  of  Paying  the  Crow  Benefit  -  Alberta  supports  paying  the 
Crow  Benefit  directly  to  farmers  in  a  manner  that  does  not  distort  production 
and  marketing  choices  and  in  accordance  with  GATT  rules. 

3.  Review  System  of  Car  Allocation  -  Alberta  supports  overhauling  the  car  supply 
and  allocation  system  so  that  it  can  respond  more  adequately  to  market 
forces. 

4.  Review  System  of  Rail  Rate  Setting  -  Alberta  supports  the  replacement  of 
regulated  WGTA  rates  with  a  system  of  maximum  tariffs  with  no  restrictions  on 
rates  below  the  maximum. 

5.  Review  Labour  Practices  -  Alberta  supports  a  review  of  labour  practices  that 
interfere  with  Canada's  ability  to  deliver  grain  to  customers  on  time.  Paying  the 
Crow  Benefit  directly  to  farmers  and  allowing  grain  to  move  to  ports  that  offer 
the  least  cost  service,  even  if  it  is  in  the  U.S.,  will  encourage  the  labour  market 
to  function  in  a  competitive  manner. 

6.  Review  Role  and  Mandate  of  Canadian  Grain  Commission  -  Alberta  supports  a 
review  of  the  role,  mandate  and  regulations  governing  the  CGC  and  the 
Canada  Grains  Act  and  supports  the  removal  of  provisions  of  the  Act  that 
restrict  the  transportation  of  grain  across  borders. 
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CONSIDERATIONS: 

1 .  The  legislative  authority  to  deal  with  all  of  these  areas  does  not  rest  with  provincial 
governments. 

2.  Institutions  controlling  the  grain  handling  system  continue  to  support  a  regulated 
car  allocation  system. 

3.  Elimination  of  the  WGTA  freight  rates  could  cause  larger  differences  in  freight  rates 
than  what  is  evident  today.  In  areas  where  competition  exists,  the  rates  could  be 
lower,  relative  to  captive  areas. 

4.  The  CWB  would  have  to  be  prepared  to  make  sales  through  U.S.  ports. 

5.  Changes  in  current  systems  may  result  in  some  adjustment  costs. 

6.  Farmers  could  have  a  larger  responsibility  for  their  own  marketing  strategies  and 
management  of  risk. 
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SUBJECT:  TRADE  BARRIERS 
OBJECTIVE: 

To  work  toward  more  open  and  market  oriented  agricultural  trade  so  that  farmers 
can  enhance  their  competitive  position  and  improve  income  potential  resulting 
from  international  trade  activity. 

STRATEGIES: 

t.  Advocate  the  substantial  reduction  of  production  and  trade  distorting 
subsidies  globally  and  within  Canada  (e.g.,  EEP,  GRIP,  NTSP). 

2.  Advocate  the  substantial  reduction  of  tariff  and  non-tariff  barriers  to  trade 
including  interprovincial  barriers. 

3.  Become  actively  involved  in  trade  investigations  to  defend  legitimate  Alberta 
interests. 

4.  Develop  and  advocate  policy  that  will  allow  the  agriculture  and  food  industry 
to  be  competitive  and  market-driven. 

CONSIDERATIONS: 

1 .  International  trade  negotiations  are  under  federal  jurisdiction. 

2.  Trade  negotiations  often  involve  trade-offs  with  certain  sectors  gaining  at  the 
expense  of  others.  The  impact  and  value  of  these  trade-offs  are  often  uncertain, 
leading  to  divergent  views. 

3.  It  is  every  country's  right  to  provide  support  to  its  farm  sector.  However,  this  is 
subject  to  international  trade  rules,  possible  trade  actions  and  the  budgets  of 
individual  jurisdictions. 
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SUBJECT:  MARKET  OPPORTUNITIES 
OBJECTIVE: 

To  ensure  that  adequate  information  on  domestic  and  world  market  opportunities 
is  available,  and  accessible,  so  that  farmers  and  the  agri-food  industry  can 
capitalize  on  their  competitive  advantages  and  respond  to  these  opportunities. 


STRATEGIES: 

1.  CompMe  th9  review  of  Alberta's  role  In  opportunity  identification.  Including  in 
such  areas  as  market  research  and  Integrated  information  flow. 

Z  Support  the  delivery  of  information  on  marl^et  opportunities  by  way  of  industry 
organizations  and  third  parties. 

3.  Increase  resources  and  efforts  to  collect  strategic  domestic  and  internaitional 
market  Information. 

4.  Encourage  improved  linkages  between  government  and  industry. 

5.  Actively  promote  the  growth  of  the  food  processing  Industry  by  facilitating 
Industry  diversification,  promoting  training  and  awareness  in  business  and 
marketing  techniques  and  placing  emphasis  on  emerging  opportunities  and 
new  product  development. 

CONSIDERATIONS: 

1 .  Farmers  and  farm  organizations  may  have  a  larger  responsibility  for  developing 
and  disseminating  their  own  market  information  and  for  their  overall  marketing 
program. 

2.  Developing  a  true  partnership  approach  and  attitude  is  crucial  for  attaining  the 
objective. 
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SUBJECT:  INPUTS 
OBJECTIVE: 

To  create  an  environment  where  Alberta  farm  businesses  have  access  to 
competitively  priced  inputs  and  can  improve  farm  incomes  in  a  post  GATT  market 
environment  and  government  restraint. 

STRATEGIES: 

1.  Encourage  other  jurisdictions  to  follow  Alberta's  example  and  substantially 
reduce  their  input  subsidies. 

2.  Foster  a  market-  driven  economy  that  will  provide  farm  businesses  access  to 
inputs  at  competitive  prices. 

3.  Encourage  the  development  of  Canadian  standards  for  pesticides  and 
herbicides  more  in  line  with  Canada's  competitors,  without  compromising 
human  health  and  environmental  safety. 

4.  Encourage  the  federal  government  to  broaden  the  scope  of  importation  of 
pesticides  under  the  federal  government's  "Own  Use  Import  Program" 

5.  In  partnership  with  industry,  support  research  that  increases  efficiency  and 
safety  of  chemical  inputs  and  develops  biological  control  techniques  for 
insects,  weeds,  and  diseases. 

6.  Operate  a  "Green  Certificate  Training  Program"  that  produces  quality  farm 
labour. 

7.  Encourage  farmers  to  accept  the  long-term  benefits  of  Alberta's  Environmental 
Protection  and  Enhancement  Act. 

CONSIDERATIONS: 

1 .  Changes  in  pesticide  standards  could  have  adverse  impacts  on  markets  for 
Canadian  products  abroad  and  reduce  public  confidence  in  the  quality  and  safety 
of  its  food  supply. 

2.  Budgetary  constraints  limit  government  research  dollars. 

3.  The  costs  of  compliance  with  environmental  regulations  may  decrease  farm 
profitability  in  the  short  term  and  affect  farmers'  capability  to  be  good  stewards  of 
soil,  water  and  air  resources. 

4.  Canada's  environmental  standards,  pesticide  and  herbicide  standards  are  often 
more  stringent  than  those  of  our  trading  partners. 
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SUBJECT:  MANAGEMENT,  KNOWLEDGE  AND  SKILLS 
OBJECTIVE: 

To  ensure  policies  and  programs  are  in  place  that  provide  farmers  with 
opportunities  to  be  top  quality  managers. 

STRATEGIES: 

t.  Ensure  the  availability  of  farm  business  management  training  and  services. 

Z  Ensure  the  availability  of  economic  Information  Including  market  and  price 
forecasts,  and  production  costs  and  returns  analyses. 

a.  In  partnership  with  Industry,  target  and  conduct  research  to  generate  new 
Information  and  technology. 

4.  Evaluate  information  and  technology  for  adaptation  to  specific  opportunities 
and  localities. 

5.  Develop  and  improve  partnerships  and  alliances  with  industry  and  researchers 
to  promote,  co-ordinate  and  conduct  agriculture  and  food  research. 

6.  Improve  the  transfer  of  Integrated  and  unbiased  technology  and  information  to 
farmers. 

7.  Increase  private  sector  delivery  of  information,  technology  and  services. 

CONSIDERATIONS: 

1 .  Industry  funds  for  basic  research  may  be  limited. 

2.  Private  sector  consulting  services  may  not  be  adequate  in  the  short  term. 

3.  Farmers  may  not  want  to  pay  for  individualized  one  on  one  assistance. 
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SUBJECT:    FARM  DIVERSIFICATION  AND  VALUE  ADDING 
OBJECTIVE: 

To  increase  the  agriculture  and  food  industry's  ability  to  diversify  and  add  value  to 
the  commodities  it  produces  and  the  products  it  manufactures. 

STRATEGIES: 

1.  Work  towards  the  removal  of  legislation,  regulations,  and  subsidies  that  favour 
exports  of  raw  products  over  processed  products  e.g.  WGTA,  CWB 
Regulations. 

2.  Assist  processors  in  acquiring  new  technology,  new  product  development  and 
pilot  plant  testing  facilities  eg.  through  the  Leduc  Food  Processing  Centre. 

3.  Assist  the  food  industry  in  providing  safe  and  top  quality  products. 

4.  Attract  new  Investment  into  Alberta  and  support  expansion  and  new 
investment  from  within  the  province 

5.  Facilitate  farm  diversification  by  placing  more  emphasis  on  emerging 
opportunities  e.g.  special  crops. 

6.  Encourage  the  growth  of  the  further  processing  industry  in  Alberta,  thereby 
expanding  market  opportunities  for  farmers.  Examples;  canola  seed  to  oil  to 
margarine;  processing  peas  for  feed. 

CONSIDERATIONS: 

1 .  The  legislative  authority  to  deal  with  regulations  and  legislation  that  discourages 
value  adding  and  diversification  does  not  always  rest  with  provincial  governments. 

2.  Grading  and  standards  are  often  times  established  for  domestic  markets  rather 
than  for  international  customers. 

3.  Establishment  of  processing  facilities  of  a  size  and  scale  necessary  to  compete  in 
international  markets  may  not  result  in  sufficient  competition  for  raw  product  in  the 
domestic  market. 

4.  Opportunities  for  further  processing  in  the  dairy,  poultry  and  egg  industries  have 
been  somewhat  limited.  Availability  of  export  markets  can  increase  these 
opportunities. 

5.  The  Machinery  and  Equipment  Tax  on  processing  plants  decreases  profitability 
and  reduces  the  rate  of  return  on  new  investment. 


APPENDIX  IV 


PAHTICIFAIIT  GGBiMENTS 
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GRAIN  MARKETING,  HANDLING  AND  TRANSPORTATION 

GRAINS/OILSEEDS 
Just  do  it! 

CWB  must  not  have  exclusive  jurisdiction.  If  we  must  have  a  wheat  board,  they  must  have 
to  compete  for  grain.  Dual  System! 

A  general  reduction  in  regulation  and  control  of  the  grain  industry  is  needed. 

The  CWB  has  cost  me  a  lot  of  money.  If  our  agriculture  industry  was  deregulated  and  I  was 
allowed  to  compete  on  an  even  playing  field,  I  wouldn't  need  any  support  programs.  I 
equate  support  programs  with  welfare  and  I  don't  want  it.  Without  regulation,  I  think  I 
could  compete  with  any  farmers  in  the  world. 

CWB  should  never  have  both  business  and  controlling  interest.  This  is  a  conflict  of  interest. 
Dock  workers  strike  has  hurt  our  export  market  in  a  way  that  will  be  felt  for  a  long  time. 

Improve  grading  system.  Revise  the  CWB  system  to  allow  the  sale  of  grain  to  any 
purchasers. 

Improvements  in  not  having  labour  disputes  would  greatly  enhance  my  farm  profit  margins. 
If  grain  and  products  flowed  non  interrupted  from  my  farm  to  the  ship  on  the  coast,  I  would 
realize  more  income. 

Crow  benefit  to  landowner  that  is  farmer  on  bond.  Grain  subsidy  to  essential  services. 

Nationalize  railbeds  and  allow  licensed  operators  to  compete  for  the  transportation  of 
goods. 

Alberta  must  work  with  the  Federal  government  to  get  in  place  an  agency  to  supply  credit 
in  international  market.  Alberta  should  get  rid  of  the  tax  on  fuel  used  by  the  railway  so 
they  can  reduce  cost.  Alberta  needs  to  bring  Agriculture  together  in  Alberta  and  revisit  the 
formation  of  a  Western  Agriculture  conference  where  we  in  Western  Canada  can  come 
together. 

The  loss  of  family  farms  and  rural  Alberta  and  it's  advantages. 

Pooling  and  averaging  of  costs  and  returns  should  be  optional.  CWB  monopoly  must  be 
eliminated. 

Make  labour  pay  their  own  bills  and  not  the  farmers. 

I  am  concerned  that  a  weakening  of  CWB  would  allow  grain  multi-national  companies  to 
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do  what  they  wish;  buying  cheap  and  seUing  high.  It  would  be  a  great  benefit  to  the  grain 
multi-national  giants.  All  other  reviews  are  a  must. 

On  farm  and  inland  cleaning  and  storage.  Unit  train  movement  (52  cars).  Large  receiving 
facilities  with  cleaning.  All  operations  should  operate  24  hours,  7  days  a  week  on  as  needed 
basis  with  agreements  in  place.  Trucking  and  rail  competition  must  increase.  Bypass 
Vancouver  bottleneck  ie.  direct  hit  unloads  at  Point  Roberts  -  No  unions.  Change  mandate 
of  CGC  to  harmonize  grades  (standards)  with  customers  preferences.  Top  quality  must  be 
rewarded  financially  -  pooling  (equalization)  must  be  minimized  and  used  only  for  welling 
of  income  (over  years  not  sectors). 

Review  labour  practices  on  West  Coast.  Perhaps  introduce  "Right  to  Work".  Overhaul 
grain  car  supply. 

Do  something  with  the  union  so  they  cannot  shut  down  the  total  industry.  They  should  be 
essential  services. 

If  private  grain  companies  could  compete  for  U.S.  markets  as  well  as  the  CWB.  Grain 
handling  unions  should  be  classified  as  an  essential  service  and  should  not  be  allowed  to 
hold  the  country  at  ransom. 

Permanent  arbitration  board  for  all  unions  involving  grain  transportation,  handling  and 
marketing. 

With  the  CWB,  I  fear  it  will  cease  to  exist,  and  I  as  a  small  producer  will  lose  on  the  world 
market  and  Canada. 

Strongly  approve  of  Alberta  Agriculture  paper  on  CWB  reform,  moving  delivery  point  to 
coast  and  following  bid  system  for  grain  procurement  and  transport  within  prairies. 

Re  Labor:  something  must  be  done  so  that  producers  are  not  penalized  by  dispute  at  ports. 
Perhaps  joint  liability  for  damages  payable  by  elevators  unions.  Perhaps  "right  to  work" 
legislation  where  other  people  needing  jobs  can  come  in  and  replace  union  labor. 

CWB      -  dual  marketing  with  committment  on  permit  book  for  the  year. 

-  smaller  pooling  areas  -  to  take  advantage  of  quality  of  grain. 

-  two  or  more  pooling  times  for  price. 

Change  in  M.O.P.  -  before  it  is  all  lost. 

-  Change  of  M.O.P.  of  Crow  Benefit  =  based  on  10  year  average  of  farm  sales. 

-  CWB  Dual  Marketing  -  3  year  trial  period  of  continental  barley  market  with  vote  at  end. 
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-  Grain  Transportation  -  base  cost  of  shipping  on  number  of  days  to  load  and  unload  rail 
cars. 

-  Labor:  have  alternative  routes  and  ports  during  labor  disputes  to  bypass  unions. 

-  Make  dispute  parties  (i.e.  union  and  grain  companies  and/or  railway)  responsible  for  third 
party  liability. 

The  Canadian  Wheat  Board  should  definitely  be  an  option  to  the  individual  in  the 
marketing  of  grain.  The  individual  should  be  able  to  market  his  grain  privately  through  out 
North  America. 

The  advantages  we  have  should  not  be  lost  in  any  restructuring  of  the  grain  transportation 
and  marketing  -  Hasty  change  will  make  nasty  results. 

The  advantage  we  have  is  the  grading  and  regulation  of  CGC.  So  we  can  sell  worldwide  by 
a  piece  of  paper,  only  no  one  in  the  world  enjoys  that  privilege. 

First  of  all  I  do  believe  that  the  key  to  changes  lies  with  the  method  of  payment.  Until  this 
issue  is  put  to  rest,  whether  it  is  payed  to  producers  or  a  safety  net  or  completely  dissolved, 
a  decision  needs  to  be  made.  I  think  this  is  the  key  to  all  the  decisions  which  follow. 
Making  MOP  as  priority  is  not  going  to  increase  my  bottom  line  in  the  year  but  I  think  it 
probably  will  on  the  line. 

Have  the  CWB  compete  with  other  companies  not  just  in  North  America,  but  world  wide. 
Why  should  farmers  be  regulated  into  dealings  with  one  buyer  for  export  of  their  product. 
Other  industries  don't  operate  this  way.  We  not  only  have  a  monopoly  buyer,  but  that 
monopoly  offers  only  one  pricing  option  -  a  pooled  average  price.  We  whould  have  access 
to  other  methods  of  selling  and  managing  our  own  risk. 

Horray!  If  there  is  any  money  left.  Change  the  method  of  paying  the  crow. 

Reviewing  car  allocation  and  rail  rate  setting  systems  it  is  equally,  if  not  more  important  to 
change  these  as  the  WGTA  is  changed  or  filtered  away.  For  the  long  term,  we  need  to  get 
our  system  geared  up  for  competition. 

Not  sure  that  we  want  any  maximum  tariffs  set  for  rail  rates.  Under  the  Regulatory  Review 
we  just  get  rid  of  maximum  elevator  tariffs  to  open  up  more  competition. 

In  regards  to  producers  being  able  to  sell  directly  into  the  North  American  Market,  ie.  U.S. 
I  can  foresee  problems  with  producers  marketing  their  grain.  The  U.S.  farmers  have  not 
been  to  receptive  to  grain  being  delivered  to  their  elevators.  If  we  as  farmer's  start  delivery 
grain  across  the  border  with  our  3  ton  trucks  and  tandems,  the  U.S.  will  force  us  to  change 
our  marketing  practices.  This  problem  should  be  addressed  before  it  materializes.  Pay  the 
producer  "NOW"  get  the  money  away  from  the  railway.  Grain  cars  should  be  used  for  grain 


-  19  - 


not  alfalfa  cubes,  etc.  Railways  have  to  be  allowed  to  become  more  cost  efficient  after  Pay 
the  Producer.  If  I  as  a  farmer  have  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  moving  grain  to  port  as  it  exists, 
growing  wheat  would  be  uneconomical.  Make  handling  of  grain  an  essential  service. 

Changing  the  Method  of  Paying  the  Crow  Benefit  is  important  but  won't  increase  my  income 
(i.e.  will  decrease)  so  I  did  not  mark  it  as  the  key.  Increasing  effective  west  coast  capacity 
would  be  my  greatest  priority.  That's  a  complex  combination  of  strategies  2,  3,  5  and  6  but 
no  one  says  enough  for  me.  I  can  therefore  choose  my  second  priority  as  highest  - 
modifying  the  CWB  towards  Australian  style.  More  critical  to  all  of  these  are  efforts  in  risk 
management,  a)  training,  b)  restructuring  of  futures  and  options  markets  so  canola  can  be 
traded  (unlike  94)  and  W  barley  works  and  feed  wheat  works  and  we  have  a  pea  contract. 
Similar  upgrading  of  avenues  to  manage  hog  and  cattle  risk  (education,  new  private 
instruments). 

The  most  important  thing  for  us  to  solve  is  the  settlement  of  the  crow  benefit.  It  does  not 
matter  how  the  method  of  payment  is  done,  it  just  has  to  be  done  and  now! 

Please  stop  discussing  M.O.P  and  make  a  decision.  It  is  very  important  to  change  the 
M.O.P.,  but  not  necessarily  the  change  that  will  make  impact  on  our  operation  dollar  wise. 
Therefore  change  the  M.O.P.  and  a  lot  of  changes  concerning  C.W.B.  will  follow. 
Everybody  will  have  to  tighten  up  and  become  more  competitive.  We  as  farmers  will  keep 
a  closer  eye  on  those  that  waste  and  squander  our  money  away,  and  then  there  will  be 
better  money  management. 

I  feel  that  it  is  very  important  to  stop  paying  the  railways  the  Crow  Benefit.  However, 
railways  must  be  deregulated  at  the  same  time.  The  railways  have  to  be  allowed  to  abandon 
unprofitable  branch  lines  and  lower  rail  rates  on  main  lines.  This  has  to  be  done  in  order 
to  lower  overall  freight  rates.  This  is  because  if  the  Crow  Benefit  was  simply  removed  with 
out  deregulation  growing  grain  would  become  unprofitable.  We  have  to  allow  the  railways 
to  become  more  efficient.  We  also  have  to  allow  trucking  to  compete  with  railways  on  short 
hauls  (such  as  malt  barley  to  the  maltsers).  Farmers  should  be  allowed  to  deal  directly  with 
end  users  such  as  Canada  Malt  and  deliver  grain  directly  to  them. 

Labour  problems  both  at  the  west  coast  and  the  railroads  must  be  addressed.  Settlement 
too  often  favours  labour  which  is  a  huge  cost  to  farmers.  Fuel  tax  on  locomotive  fuel  must 
be  required  or  eliminated  for  the  transportation  of  grain  to  market.  The  largest  wheat 
board  in  the  world  is  the  USDA  which  sets  export  and  domestic  prices  by  the  amount  and 
level  of  "EEP".  If  the  Americans  are  our  largest  competitor  and  they  want  to  eliminate  the 
CWB  why  would  we  want  to  assist  them  by  reducing  the  CWB's  monopoly  powers? 

To  establish  an  unloading  dock  at  the  port  for  trucks  in  conjunction  with  opening  the 
borders  for  farm  trade.  This  will  allow  some  competition  to  the  railways.  Also  to  go  along 
with  this  a  payout  of  the  Crow  to  the  farmers  or  producers. 

Modifying  CWB  would  also  require  modifying  the  transportation  system  needed  to  deliver 
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the  grain  to  market.  Ail  of  the  review  strategies  would  occur  if  the  first  two  would  be 
changed. 

Make  the  transportation  system  more  efficient  and  cost  effective  to  the  producer.  Roll  up 
many  branch  lines  and  eliminate  the  Port  of  Churchill!  As  a  producer,  I  am  sick  of 
subsidizing  these  branch  lines  and  the  useless  Port  of  Churchill,  make  the  necessary  changes 
now! 

I  am  against  pay  the  producer  policy,  if  it  means  costing  one  more  for  shipping  wheat. 


Please  keep  the  CWB. 

The  Method  of  Payment  change  must  go  hand  in  hand  with  a  review  of  WGTA  rates  and 
deregulation.  Review  of  labour  practices  is  critical  to  our  ability  to  complete  in  the  world 
markets. 

There  must  be  more  options  to  unload  at  the  ports  besides  the  railway,  because  under  the 
present  system,  if  rates  are  deregulated  the  railways  still  have  monopoly  on  transporting 
grain  for  exports. 

Seeing  the  CWB  does  not  desire  to  market  some  grains  (such  as  Grandin),  which  would  give 
producers  higher  market  returns,  producers  should  have  the  right  to  market  these  grains 
themselves. 

The  crow  benefit  must  be  paid  to  the  producer.  Car  allocations  should  be  handled  by  one 
organization  only.  The  Canadian  Wheat  Board  should  be  changed  or  abandoned.  The 
Crow  Benefit  should  be  paid  to  the  producer  immediately  and  deregulate  the  transportation 
system.  This  should  sort  out  destination  and  costs. 

A  dual  system  will  not  work.  If  you  can  pay  the  producer,  the  freight  rate  will  go  sky  high. 
Why  could  19  unions  be  individual  in  grain  handling.  One  union  or  sector  can  man  handle 
the  whole  system. 

Canadian  Wheat  Board  -  should  include  all  provinces  (East  is  treated  different  than  the 
west.  Should  phase  out  shipping  grain  through  east  coast  ports  (cost).  Canadian  Grain 
Commission  should  be  reduced  to  a  role  of  setting  and  regulating  grain  standards  and 
quality  and  grading  only. 

Pay  the  producer  that  raises  grain  for  export  only  not  the  beef,  hogs  or  poultry  producer, 
and  do  it  quickly  before  all  the  money  is  gone.  The  continental  barley  market,  one  must 
be  careful  because  multiple  sellers  can  cause  a  price  war.  Make  sure  that  labor  strikes 
cannot  happen.  We  can't  afford  labor  disputes. 
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Moving  grains  through  the  U.S.  -  Unions  along  coast  will  work  together.  Therefore, 
competitiveness  may  not  occur. 

U.S.  Boat  inspections  may  not  be  as  stringent  as  Canadian  Standards,  which  in  turn  could 
affect  customers. 

Crow  Benefit  move  quickly. 


BEEF 

Change  the  Method  of  Payment  of  Crow  and  the  other  strategies  three  to  six  will  look  after 
themselves.  Modifying  CWB  operations  is  very  important,  I  had  trouble  picking  between 
Changing  the  Method  of  Paying  the  Crow  Benefit  and  modifying  the  CWB's  operations. 

Grain  producers  should  have  the  right  to  sell  their  grain  to  whoever  will  buy  it  for  the  best 
price,  without  government  intervention.  This  would  be  in  the  best  interest  for  the  business 
of  farming. 

Let  the  movement  of  grain  follow  market  forces  where  ever  the  market  takes  it.  Deregulate 
everything. 

I  feel  that  the  whole  grain  transportation  system  must  be  overhauled.  To  start  with, 
construct  inland  terminals  with  a  car  to  ship  load  in  a  facility  being  at  the  coast.  This  would 
then  mean  only  fully  loaded  cars  would  be  moved  to  the  coast.  It  would  also  allow  for  the 
grain  screenings  to  remain  close  to  the  cattle  producers  and  feed  mills.  It  would  also  allow 
for  a  faster  car  turnaround  meaning  we  would  need  less  cars  to  move  the  same  amount  of 
grain  to  make  the  transportation  competitive,  government  subsidies  must  be  removed.  A 
greater  emphasis  must  be  put  on  value  adding  in  the  local  communities. 

When  will  we  be  able  to  say  this  is  our  cost.  This  is  what  it  is  worth.  We  have  always  had 
to  say  How  much  you  give  me.  Most  of  production  is  parishable.  This  is  why  we  have  no 
alternative  but  to  sell.  If  you  have  payment,  and  who  hasn't.  After,  it  is  do  or  die.  My 
biggest  concern  is  who  will  take  our  places.  It  is  just  about  impossible  for  a  young  person 
to  start  farming  because  of  high  cost  and  ungenerated  income  prices  over  cost.  We  surely 
need  improvement. 

1.  Such  as  low  interest  rate  at  two  per  cent  for  10  years. 

2.  Much  lower  machinery  and  parts  prices  by  1/2. 

3.  Fuel  oil  prices  should  also  be  cut  in  half. 

4.  Utility  power  gas  tel  etc.  should  be  lowered  by  1/3. 

5.  Transportation  would  cost  less  if  railways  and  grain  companies  would  be  more  efficient. 
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Some  lower  input  costs. 

6»  Look  for  more  and  bigger  markets.      :    ■  :^ 

Open  CWB  to  total  competition.  Change  now  the  Crow.  Benefit  -  preferably  to  producer. 
Car  supplies  to  need.  Change  to  right  to  work  legislation. 

While  I  agree  with  the  general  goals  and  objectives,  the  specifics  will  be  another  matter 
entirely.  , 

Don't  get  rid  of  C.W^B.  as  it  treats  everybody  the  same.  Part  time  workers  can  work  10-4 
with  no  overtime.  Rest  of  the  country  operators  on  24  hours,  7  days  a  week. 


OTHERS 

Increase  competition  -  allow  market  forces  to  determine  crops  and  sales. 
Increase  competition  on  delivery  of  crops. 

I  worry  about  the  CWB  losing  its'  monopoly  and  the  loss  of  the  off  shore  benefits  of  it, 
especially  in  the  Japanese  markets. 

We  have  to  see  a  change  in  a  labour  system  where  30  or  40  individuals  can  disrupt  a 
multi-billion  dollar  industry  with  impunity  and  with  no  financial  impact  to  themselves.  We 
must  either  see  the  monopoly  they  have  broken  or  legislation  that  they  cannot  continue  to 
disrupt. 

Agenda  to  replace  CWB  is  politically  fueled. 

Privatize  all  marketing/transportation.  Get  government  out  of  private  business  and  only  in 
a  supporting  role. 

CWB  modify  the  Board,  don't  destroy  it.  Reality  of  world  market  is  many  companies 
(central  agencies  for  countries)  prefer  to  deal  with  a  central  agency. 

Modify  CWB  operations:  Placing  wheat  and  barley  on  the  North  American  market  will 
negatively  impact  the  income  on  my  farm.  I  do  not  have  time  to  research  and  make 
contacts  with  Mexican  or  U.S.  markets.  Therefore,  I  will  depend  on  either  the  CWB  or 
grain  companies  to  market  for  the  grain  companies  goal  in  profit  for  their  shareholders.  If 
I  am  a  shareholder,  I  may  receive  some  dividends  from  selling  through  that  company.  To 
date,  the  CWB  has  done  an  excellent  job  of  selling  into  extremely  difficult  markets.  They 
would  likely  be  my  first  choice.  However,  if  use  of  the  CWB  becomes  voluntary,  current 
attitudes  a;id  the  need  to  maximize  every  dollar  will  dictate  that  farmers  will  choose,  pick 
markets,  leaving  the  CWB  with  large  amounts  of  poor  quality  grain  which  will  be  even  more 
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difficult  to  market  than  grains  are  at  present.  This  is  turn  will  compromise  the  ability  of  the 
CWB  to  function,  and  reduce  the  income  on  my  farm. 

Improve  the  efficiency  of  the  present  system.  Simplify  the  rail  car  allocation  system.  Make 
policy  so  that  smaller  producers  have  a  fair  chance  at  the  market.  Let  us  be  competitive 
by  being  better  producers  not  necessarily  bigger. 

Changing  method  of  paying  crow  must  continue  and  not  be  deleted.  It  needs  to  be  paid  to 
grain  producers  who  grow  for  export  only.  The  C.W.B.  provides  a  level  playing  field  for  the 
small  farmer,  however  the  aggressive,  strong  producer  should  not  be  regulated  by  the  C.W.B. 
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TRADE  BARRIERS 
GRAINS/OILSEEDS 

Improve  crop  insurance,  to  include  the  price  and  average  production  levels  of  GRIP. 
Eliminate  GRIP  as  such.  Maintain  a  long  term  fixed  interest  rate  financing  plan  which  is 
available  to  farmers  for  stability. 

My  concern  is  that  in  the  grain  industry  we  export  to  a  world  market.  Can  the  countries 
presently  purchasing  our  wheat  and  other  grains  pay  more  for  these  products  to  compensate 
us  for  the  removal  of  subsidies.  In  effect,  these  subsidies  have  been  helping  the  end  user. 
The  buzz  word  here  at  this  meeting  is  "market  driven".  But  it  has  never  been  the  case  in 
Canada  that  the  grain  industry  was  market  driven.  Are  we  to  be  lemmings  and  follow  each 
other  to  oblivion  by  sacrificing  our  farmers.  It  should  be  remembered  that  in  Alberta  the 
oil  industry  is  subsidized  by  low  oil  royalties,  the  lumber  industry  is  subsidized  by  low 
stumpage  fees.  It  is  not  a  sin  to  make  sure  agriculture  is  viable  also. 

I  agree  that  there  has  to  be  a  lot  of  improvements  in  our  provincial  and  international  trade 
barriers.  But  in  order  that  it  be  done,  it  has  to  be  a  gradual  phased  in  program  for 
everyone  involved.  I  hope  that  with  these  trade  barriers  dropped  or  eliminated,  I  can 
compete  in  order  to  make  a  living. 

I  am  very  concerned,  if  we  cut  our  subsidies  before  the  rest  of  the  world  does,  we  will  be 
out  of  business. 

GRIP  -  I  consider  GRIP  as  an  insurance  program,  not  a  subsidy  program. 

I  do  not  consider  the  GRIP  program  a  subsidy,  it  is  an  insurance  program  and  I  pay  a  yearly 
premium  to  be  a  holder  of  a  contract.  As  a  farmer  I  have  already  reduced  my  government 
payments,  substantially  in  the  last  five  years,  I  believe  I  have  absorbed  about  as  much 
increase  in  bottom  line  as  I  can  possibly  absorb  with  out  a  large  increase  in  the  price  of  my 
products. 

I  don't  feel  GRIP,  hail  insurance  type  programs,  where  premiums  are  paid  are  subsidies. 
Handouts  as  in  the  previous  crow  benefit  are.  My  other  thoughts  are  that  I  am  to  pay  a 
premium,  why  should  I  be  tied  to  a  program  (eg.  GRIP)  for  a  number  of  years.  Your 
strategy  to  advocate  policy  to  ensure  the  agriculture  and  food  industry  is  competitive  is  the 
immediate  demand.  Long  term  may  be  domestic  and  global  reduction  of  trade  distorting 
subsidies. 

There  has  to  be  a  uniform  description  of  what  a  subsidy  is  and  what  is  not.  The  reduction 
of  subsidies  has  to  be  related  to  a  operators  debt/equity  so  he  can  adjust  to  the  change  in 
income. 

Get  rid  of  all  red  tape  and  regulation.  Give  us  a  level  playing  field  and  let  the  cards  fall 
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where  they  will.  The  farming  community  will  be  far  better  off  for  it. 

Change  in  conjuction  with  U.S.,  as  they  are  the  BOSS  along  with  Europe.  Do  not  lead  or 
we  will  be  out-smarted  in  trade.  If  we  are  to  have  free  trade,  we  must  have  some  rules, 
regulations  and  subsidies  (hidden  or  obvious). 

1.  Continue  to  convince  the  Federal  government  that  the  Crow  Rate  should  be  paid  to  the 
producers. 

2.  Promote  the  idea  of  a  producer  plebiscite  on  the  question  of  a  Continental  Barley 
Market  and  act  quickly  on  the  results. 

3.  Be  sure  that  farm  groups  or  organizations  are  truly  representing  their  members  before 
acting  on  their  recommendations  ie.  Alberta  Wheat  Pool. 

Do  not  encourage  production  in  commodities  where  the  market  does  not  justify.  Do  not 
relent  on  the  emphasis  of  testing  and  quality  control.  Emphasize  the  specialness  of  our 
produce.  This  lessens  opportunity  for  importing  country  to  complain.  Emphasize 
negotiation  process,  spend  a  lot  of  time  to  determine  buyers  needs  and  weakness.  Also  that 
of  the  competition. 

My  biggest  concern  is  that  we  will  drop  our  supports  before  our  competitors.  For  example, 
we  could  drop  our  Crow  GRIP  and  others.  Before  the  Americans  drop  the  EEP. 

BEEF 

The  strategies  need  to  have  the  support  of  government  policies  that  will  reduce  our  input 
costs.  The  overall  costs  of  our  daily  living  and  business  costs  are  not  globally  competitive. 
We  must  become  competitive  Canada  wide.  How  Canadians  forgot  how  to  work! 

Until  Canadians  as  a  whole  are  willing  to  accept  a  lower  standard  of  living  (ie  with  regards 
to  the  cost  of  labour  comparative  to  other  countries)  we  will  not  be  able  to  compete  in  the 
market  place. 

I  agree  with  subsidy  reduction  as  long  as  the  Alberta  producer  is  not  hung  out  to  dry. 

Would  like  to  see  reduction  of  subsidies,  if  other  countries  also  do  the  same.  It  is  very 
important  to  defend  our  Alberta  trade  interests  as  it's  for  sure  if  we  don't  no  one  else  will. 
It  would  be  nice  if  free  trade  with  the  U.S.  meant  free  trade  and  not  whatever  the  U.S.  feels 
is  to  their  best  interests.  I  would  personally  like  to  see  an  ease  of  health  regulations  when 
importing  cattle  from  U.S.  Also  we  need  to  do  a  better  job  of  explaining  our  production 
practices.  For  example  to  other  countries  explain  to  the  Germans  as  to  why  we  officially 
approve  heifer  calf-vaccinations. 
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If  our  governments  keep  doing  what  they  have  being  doing  in  the  past.  Treat  the  farmer 
line  they  do  not  exist.  Canadian's  will  suffer  of  starvation  in  the  near  future.  Every  year 
since  50  years  have  had  a  cheap  food  policy,  it  works  for  politics.  But  not  for  farmers.  We 
are  now  about  two  per  cent  farmer's  in  1994  in  Canada.  This  is  one  reason  for  12  per  cent 
unemployment.  Put  people  back  on  land  working,  and  making  a  decent  living.  This  will  be 
good  economically,  socially,  mentally.  Provincial  trade  should  have  no  restriction,  open 
border's.  We  need  more  research  grains,  livestock,  fruit,  vegetables,  oilseeds,  cultivated  land 
preservation,  pure  water  preservation,  air,  forests,  fish,  and  poultry.  We  have  good 
production  let's  find  markets  and  trades. 

You  can  not  reduce  a  complicated  problem  to  a  few  numbers,  look  and  study  flip  charts! 
A  real  bureacratic  mess  -  this  form  and  all  your  flip  sheets. 

The  good  of  the  Canadian  economy  as  a  whole  and  agriculture  in  particular  must  be  most 
important.  We  can't  develop  on  policies  worrying  about  special  interest  groups  ie.  supply 
managed  sectors.  Government  involvement,  financially  and  regulatory,  must  be  minimized. 

Concentrate  more  on  reducing  provincial  barriers. 

Develop  terms  of  reference  in  regards  to  what  is  deemed  a  subsidy  on  an  international  level. 
DAIRY/POULTRY/EGGS 

Somehow  teach  the  public  and  the  government  that  supply  management  is  not  a  subsidy, 
that  it  could  be  a  solution  to  some  of  the  agriculture  problems;  it  is  not  the  problem. 

I  think  reducing  production  and  trade  distorting  subsidies  is  the  most  important  strategy  but 
it  is  also  one  of  the  hardest  and  slowest  to  change.  Developing  policy  that  allow  agriculture 
and  food  industry,  I  feel  may  be  easier  to  do  something  about. 

Do  away  with  GRIP  and  Crop  Insurance.  Educate  farmers  in  the  different  commodity 
groups  in  agriculture.  Subsidies  should  not  be  paid  to  the  railroads,  they  should  be 
competitive  in  the  market  place. 

I  am  concerned  with  trade  and  commerce.  We  need  American  tractors  so  we  have  to  take 
some  processed  dairy  products.  Subsidies  make  for  uneconomical  production.  People  will 
play  the  systems.  I  believe  in  my  abilities  to  be  productive  and  efficient. 


OTHERS 

I  didn't  agree  or  disagree  because  up  to  now  our  politics  calls  the  tune.  In  my  lifetime  (73 
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years),  eastern  Canada  has  called  the  tune.  The  United  States  negotiators  always  have  to 
have  the  best  deal.  As  far  as  provincial  barriers  are  concerned  eastern  Canada  has  the  votes 
and  has  to  be  to  their  advantage. 

If  subsidies  can  be  substantially  reduced  production  will  be  market  driven  and  controlled 
by  market  demand,  and  will  have  a  market  over  production,  self  heal  solution  in  place. 

Alberta  has  started  to  make  a  change,  let's  get  in  there  and  become  a  major  leader  in  these 
changing  times. 

Do  not  unilaterally  remove  Canadian  stabilization  too  far  in  advance  of  our  main 
competitors.  Base  our  trade  policy  on  sound  policies.  Do  not  let  budget  considerations 
determine  trade  policies. 

I  think  it  is  time  Alberta  convince  Ottawa  to  admit  our  internal  level  of  subsidies.  By  doing 
such  and  then  moving  to  eliminate  these  subsidies,  we  can  then  go  to  international  trade 
tribunals  and  convince  them  to  do  likewise. 

Reduction  of  subsidies  should  be  fair  and  even  world  wide.  Not  we  cut  subsidies  and  no 
one  else  and  we  have  to  try  to  compete. 

No  opportunity  to  develop  alternate  strategies.  Too  canned.  Should  start  with  blank  sheets. 
Difficult  to  evaluate  farm  impacts  without  proper  background  summary  papers,  eg.  No 
Information. 
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MARKET  OPPORTUNITIES 
GRAINS/OILSEEDS 

The  objective  stated  in  Market  Opportunities  doesn't  fall  into  the  functions  of  government. 

Government  should  focus  on  new  opportunities.  Ensure  that  environment  is  comparable 
for  our  industry  and  that  of  other  countries  ie.  taxes,  services.  Remove  regulation  which 
includes  business  -  transportation  regulation  -  legislative  barriers  (licenses,  pesticides 
available).  Existing  markets  government  should  not  be  part  of. 

Government  should  not  be  involved  in  industry,  and  should  not  subsidize  multinationals  in 
their  efforts  to  crowd  out  Canadian  manufacturers  and  processors. 

Private  industry  can  look  after  finding  market  opportunities  and  distributing  information. 
The  government  could  promote  diversification  and  training. 


BEEF 

Information  needs  to  be  delivered  to  the  farmers  which  will  lead  them  in  a  proper  direction 
to  capitalize  on  Market  Opportunities.  The  concerns  I  have  regarding  the  current  situation 
is  that  most  market  opportunities  which  are  found  become  screwed  up  by  foreign 
government  intervention  due  to  their  inability  to  allow  for  competition  in  the  market  place. 
They  would  much  rather  keep  their  own  market  share  by  underselling  their  products  to  keep 
us  out  of  the  markets.  Until  global  trade  practices  become  consistent,  I  see  us  having  a  hard 
time  existing  at  the  scale  we  are  accustomed. 

Keep  taxes  on  input  costs  or  commodities,  but  tax  profits. 

Information  flow  is  very  good  as  long  as  the  information  is  collected  by  government, 
business  and  farmers.  In  the  past  farmers  have  had  a  chance  to  give  information  and  if  it 
was  given  Government  had  already  decided.  One  business  argument  was  if  you  all  agree 
we  will  do  something  or  give  you  this  or  that.  This  we  know  is  impossible.  For  example  this 
paper  I  received  June  15,  1994.  The  meeting  was  in  Vermilion  a  week  before  poor  timing 
or  what.  Working  together  is  what  we  all  want.  Let  us  start  by  respecting  and  listening  to 
one  another.  Once  Farmers,  Government  and  Industry  have  done  their  work  in  each  of 
their  departments.  Then  we  can  exchange  information  and  find  solutions  to  most  of  our 
production  marketing  developing  problems. 

Producers,  processors  and  government  must  work  more  closely  together  in  promoting  and 
marketing  agricultural  products  in  world  markets! 
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HOGS 

By  no  means  should  government  or  municipalities  tax  intensive  operations.  Value  adding 
and  diversification  could  solve  some  of  the  problems  facing  rural  Alberta. 


OTHERS 

I  think  that  all  points  are  necessary.  We  do  have  to  search  out  markets  and  inform 
potential  producers  in  such  a  manner  that  they  can  identify  their  production  resources  with 
the  new  product.  New  products,  I  feel  are  important  and  needed  -  after  that  it  is  strictly 
getting  information  to  the  producer  in  a  manner  that  will  encourage  him  to  try. 

The  80-20  principal  applies. 

Twenty  per  cent  of  producers  will  take  advantage  of  80  per  cent  of  the  marketing 
opportunities. 

When  a  product  or  marketing  opportunity  arises  use  a  seminar  process  to  give  realistic 
information  to  interested  producers  or  industries.  Focus  on  niche  opportunities  not 
extensive  opportunities. 

Research  components  like  the  Leduc  Food  Lab,  are  critical  to  market  development  for  small 
companies. 

Focus  on  product  areas.  For  example,  pasta  what  would  it  take  to  make  us  globally 
competitive,  and  work  on  one  impediment  at  a  time.  Develop  a  co-ordinated  attack  with 
industry  on  a  product  by  product  basis.  Put  together  expert  teams  to  work  on  these 
products. 

Focus  is  critical.  Don't  try  to  cover  a  lot  of  products  at  once. 

Industry  must  lead  in  the  development  of  business.  Government  should  remove 
impediments,  but  should  not  use  the  carrot  to  encourage  industry  development. 

I  would  like  to  see  the  value  added  industries  promoted  more  with  initiatives. 

Remove  constraints  to  local  markets  for  new  products  (ie.  shelf  space  in  supermarkets  can 
be  extremely  expensive  and  presents  a  major  stumbling  block  to  local  enterprises).  I 
mention  this  as  we  did  not  get  an  opportunity  to  discuss  this  during  discussion. 

Need  to  promote  joint  leadership  for  all  commodities.  Our  commodity  groups  should  be 
promoting  their  products  world  wide  together  with  government  support.  The  present  day 
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check  off  systems  promote  different  points  among  farmers  who  do  not  use  resources  wisely. 

My  personal  view  is  that  we  let  the  agricultural  industry  take  the  leadership  role  that  it  once 
had  but  has  now  lost.  Agriculture  is  a  major  economic  wheel  in  Alberta  and  in  terms  of  the 
multiplier  effect  this  bears  true.  Government's  role  should  not  be  as  an  adequate  leader. 
Serve  as  a  facilitator  between  producer  and  industry.  As  things  stand  right  now  industry  has 
the  mechanics  and  facilities  in  place  to  become  leaders  in  the  world  stage. 

Support  industry  and  market  development  on  a  one  for  one  basis. 
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INPUTS 

GRAINS/OILSEEDS 

We  could  produce  food  more  economically  as  well  more  safely  in  consideration  of  safe 
health. 

Should  encourage  environmental  responsibility,  we  will  be  sorry  later  if  we  don't.  Should 
use  research  to  keep  us  competitive  and  profitable.  Inputs  are  large  part  of  our  operation 
and  should  be  market  and  education  driven.  Market  and  industry  should  fund  and  do  the 
research. 

With  all  government  policies  and  regulations  reason  and  common  sense  should  prevail. 

Strategy  too  limited.  Imports  must  be  expanded  to  also  include  fertilizer,  fuel  ie.  (Natural 
Gas).  Taxes,  interest,  social  programs.  Far  too  much  waste  of  money  in  government. 
Unions  have  also  forced  up  input  costs. 

The  questionnaire  given  was  very  inconclusive.  Interest  rates,  farm  fuel,  and  fertilizer  are 
extremely  important  and  have  been  completely  left  out  of  this  questionnaire. 

Total  Waste  of  time!  Inconclusive! 


BEEF 

We  should  be  trying  to  make  the  turn  over  of  farms  and  ranches  easier  to  our  youth  to  keep 
our  family  farms  and  ranches. 

If  prices  reflected  our  cost  of  production.  Farmer's  would  not  need  help  except  in  disasters. 
We  the  farmers  have  fed  the  people  of  Canada  at  below  the  cost  of  production  for  70  years 
this  is  too  long.  We  have  to  make  people  aware  of  how  food  is  produced  and  at  what  cost 
=  from  farmer's  to  the  tables'.  Pesticides  and  Herbicides  should  be  perfected  and  used  only 
when  needed.  Biological  means  is  a  better  way.  Green  Certificate  Program  is  a  very  good 
program.  We  can  always  improve  it.  Training  of  young  people  how  to  drive  and  operate 
big  and  small  farm  machinery  is  a  must.  Who  wants  to  put  a  green  horn  on  a  $300,000 
tractor  or  combine. 


HOGS 

I  would  like  to  see  imputs  at  cost  of  location  no  taxes,  tariffs,  etc.  Alberta  will  go  down  as 
no  subsidy  province  lets  have  lowest  possible  inputs  if  you  want  lowest  possible  price  for 
food. 
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OTHERS 

#3  -  under  #3  to  reduce  inputs  in  the  sheep  industry  -  we  should  be  allowed  to  use  drugs 
set  that  have  passed  testing  in  N.Z.  and  Australia  and  the  US  of  A.  There  is  not  a  big 
enough  sheep  industry  YET  to  warrant  the  listing  in  Canada. 

#4  -  if  the  own  use  program  would  allow  us  to  bring  in  products  from  the  U.S.  that  are 
registered  then  let's  push  for  it  but  then  does  not  help  those  further  from  the  border  -  make 
more  information  available  to  us  on  this  program  facilitator  do  not  have  information. 

#6  -  Qualified  shephards  would  make  the  growth  of  the  sheep  industry  in  Alberta  faster, 
we  need  to  train  people  in  the  second  oldest  profession. 

There  needs  to  be  common  sense  in  all  these  concerns.  Canada  is  a  large  country  and  one 
policy  does  not  always  work  for  the  benefit  of  all  producers. 

Governments  must  analyze  input  costs  and  determine  if  these  companies  which  are 
producing  products  are  truly  being  competitive  in  the  market  place. 

Under  strategy  three;  to  reduce  inputs  in  the  sheep  industry  -  we  should  be  allowed  to  used 
drugs  set  that  have  passed  testing  to  N.Z.,  Australia  and  the  U.S.A.  There  is  not  a  big 
enough  sheep  industry  YET  to  warrant  the  testing  in  Canada. 

Under  the  "Own  Use  Import  Program"  we  could  bring  in  products  from  the  U.S.  that  are 
registered  then,  let's  push  for  it,  but  this  does  not  help  those  further  from  the  border  -  make 
more  information  available  to  us  on  this  program,  facilitator  do  not  have  information. 

Educate  farmers  in  regards  to  regulations  contained  in  the  Environmental  Protection  Act. 
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MANAGEMENT,  KNOWLEDGE  AND  SKILLS 
GRAINS/OILSEEDS 

I  think  future  wealth  will  depend  on  today's  research.  We  need  to  be  on  the  leading  edge 
of  technology  and  be  able  to  distribute  that  information  to  farmers  in  an  efficient  manner 
in  order  to  get  ahead  of  our  competitors. 

BEEF 

I  got  very  upset  with  doing  forms  for  programs  (ie.  NISA  -  and  the  5-year  interest  program) 
which  drastically  change  from  year  to  year.  I  don't  feel  these  programs  have  been 
researched  properly,  or  thoroughly  tested  before  being  implemented,  and  I  get  annoyed  at 
having  to  go  to  an  accountant  for  help.  I  do  all  the  farm  books  and  have  a  better  than 
average  knowledge  of  the  tax  system,  having  worked  at  H&R  Block,  therefore  I  feel  I  should 
be  competent  at  doing  these  forms  without  professional  help. 

Private  industry  cannot  compete  with  free  government  services  therefore  marketing  and 
management  services  should  be  private.  I  believe  the  information  supplied  will  be  more 
effective.  Government  programs  are  necessary  in  education,  evaluating  and  improving 
technology. 

Government  should  not  be  involved  in  activities  that  private  industry  can  do.  Government 
should  facilitate  private  sector  delivery  of  information  and  services.  The  profit  motive  is  the 
best  one  for  quality  and  efficiency  of  services. 

Any  new  informaton  that  can  help  farmers  is  very  welcome  at  any  time.  An  old  saying  goes. 
If  farmers  have  money  the  rest  of  the  country  is  in  good  financial  state.  More  markets  have 
to  be  found  elsewhere  in  the  world.  Farmers  and  industry  and  have  to  be  in  partnership, 
it's  a  must  farmers  of  U.S.  and  Canada  should  work  together  instead  of  fighting  with  each 
other.  Good  relationship  with  all  countries  would  be  great. 

I  believe  that  government  may  be  wanting  to  withdraw  from  providing  services  but  if 
farming  in  Alberta  is  to  become  more  efficient  and  pass  on  to  the  next  generation  we  must 
continue  to  provide  services  to  new  and  small  farmers.  It  is  important  that  services  be 
communicated  to  the  farmers  so  that  they  are  aware  of  them.  Once  farmers  are  aware,  they 
will  access  services.  I  think  most  are  willing  to  pay  for  the  services  if  they  see  an  immediate 
benefit.  We  are  going  to  have  to  partner  in  research.  The  right  research  will  give  us  a 
competitive  edge  to  market  our  products  profitability.  Research  in  general  can  be  good  but 
must  be  localized  to  affect  the  farmer  so  he  can  see  benefits.  Canada  is  a  small  producer 
in  the  world  so  we  must  move  in  the  direction  of  becoming  more  efficient  -  develop  markets 
to  meet  our  products. 
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HOGS 

Government  should  be  less  involved  with  the  individual  and  more  support  given  to 
promotion  of  research  into  people  who  give  private  services  to  farming. 

OTHERS 

I  would  like  to  see  government  facilitate,  rather  than  carry  out  these  strategies. 

Ensuring  the  availability  of  farm  business  management  training  and  services  carries  the 
weight  of  the  rest  of  the  strategies.  We  need  combination  of  government  and  private  to 
keep  agriculture  going. 

Management  courses  must  be  available  on  a  timely  and  cost  effective  basis  to 
beginning/small  farmers.  Information  generated  by  research  -  must  be  transferred  quickly 
to  all  potential  users. 

Make  sure  the  information  is  current  and  up  to  date.  If  you  want  to  have  a  better  bottom 
line  you  have  to  shake  the  tree  to  get  an  apple  that's  ripe. 
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FARM  DIVERSIFICATION  &  VALUE  ADDING 
GRAINS/OILSEEDS 

I  agree  with  farm  diversification  and  value  adding  to  our  agriculture  industry.  It  is  very  hard 
for  most  young  farmers  in  Alberta  to  diversify  at  the  present  time,  with  the  returns  they  are 
getting  for  their  product.  If  grain  producers  suddenly  lose  the  GRIP  program  that  is 
presently  in  place,  agriculture  in  Alberta  will  be  in  a  terrible  condition.  So  my  point  is  there 
won't  be  room  for  the  young  farmers  to  diversify. 

We  should  be  assisting  and  helping  industries  operating  or  wanting  to  come  to  Alberta. 

I  am  concerned  with  the  period  in  between  change.  I  also  think  that  a  great  number  of 
farmers  are  getting  too  old  to  change.  Young  farmers  need  to  take  over  so  change  can  take 

place. 

On  question  #1,  I  agree  if  all  subsidies  world  wide  are  dropped.  We  as  producers  can 
compete  with  any  country  as  long  as  there  is  an  equal  playing  field.  Have  your  processing 
plants  in  place  first,  as  producers  will  fill  their  requirements. 

Getting  rid  of  impediments  to  trade  and  the  natural  flow  of  business  (eg.  CWB,  WGTA, 
Tariffs,  etc.)  will,  in  itself,  be  the  biggest  booster  of  increased  business  and  profit  for  the 
agricultural  community. 

Changes  to  CWB  controls  on  marketing. 

Deregulate  to  the  point  where  diversification  could  exist  -  ie.  closed  boundaries  and  or 
borders  in  one  direction.  Keep  raw  resources  and  human  resources  at  the  local  level, 
thereby  building  up  our  rural  communities.  Assist  in  securing  new  markets,  ie.  peas  as  a 
source  of  protein.  Have  all  departments  on  the  same  boat,  thereby,  all  working  in  the  same 
direction. 

Both  the  federal  and  provincial  governments  should  place  a  high  priority  on  working 
together  to  solve  the  problems  in  rural  areas  that  are  bigger  than  both  governments. 
Enough  of  this  non  productive  turf  bickering.  Work  as  partners  rather  than  competitors. 
There  are  enough  common  elements  in  Canada's  agricultural  strategy  and  Alberta's  business 
plan  so  that  effective,  trustworthy  partnerships  can  be  created  for  the  benefit  of  all 
producers  and  processors. 

Would  like  more  emphasis  placed  on  investment  from  and  within  Alberta,  first,  then 
Canada,  and  finally  internationally.  Removal  of  interprovincial  trade  barriers  so  that  raw 
products  and  processed  products  can  flow  in  all  directions  across  Canada. 
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BEEF 

Government  should  be  in  the  business  of  putting  people  together.  Contact  people  for 
information  research  and  business  connections.  No  financial  grant,  etc. 

Assist  processors  in  acquiring  new  technology,  new  product  development  not  by  assisting 
processors  financially. 

Government  needs  to  get  out  of  financial  assistance  to  businesses.  My  answers  to  strategies 
2,  3  and  4  would  be  all  in  agreement  if  the  word  "assist"  was  "facilitate  only"  meaning  no 
financial  assistance. 

The  price  of  wheat  rises  and  falls  but  the  price  of  wildoats  remains  the  same. 

In  the  beef  industry,  we  have  to  encourage  people  to  calve  cows  at  different  times  of  the 
year  to  spread  out  the  marketing  of  fat  cattle,  tradition  has  to  be  broken.  Most  cattle  today 
calve  in  March,  April,  and  May.  Today  our  fat  cattle  are  all  ready  at  14  months  of  age. 
One-half  of  us  producers  should  calve  in  September. 

Exporting  our  raw  produce  is  a  no  no.  We  need  a  lot  more,  how  manufacturing  plants  - 
oil  plants,  meat  plants,  cereal  plants,  legume  plants,  etc.  This  would  mean  jobs,  jobs,  putting 
people  back  working  is  good  for  everyone.  I  do  hope  some  of  my  dreams  come  true.  With 
God's  help  it  will. 

A  prosperous  and  independent  value  added  business  is  dependent  on  a  free  and  open 
market  place.  Government's  role  in  this  sytem  is  to  remove  tariffs,  duties  and  regulations 
that  distort  the  market  place.  Taxation  cannot  be  used  to  encourage  business,  all  business 
in  the  province  must  be  on  a  level  playing  field. 

Many  restraints  in  the  farm  sector  are  improved  on  by  international  rules  and  regulations 
or  maintenance  by  the  Federal  Government  for  political  reasons. 

Further  processing  will  be  difficult  to  establish  due  to  a  small  population  base. 

Risk  Management  is  not  mentioned.  Yet,  may  be  the  most  important  tool  for  many 
producers  in  this  time  of  price  fluctuations. 

-  Remove  Canadian  Wheat  Board. 

-  Remove  province  to  province  trade  restrictions  eg.  licensing,  taxes,  bureaucratic 
regulations. 

-  More  emphasis  on  removing  restraints  than  safety  nets. 

-  Be  fair  and  equal  to  all  commodities  such  as  a  whole  farm  NISA  that  can  be  done  on  an 
one  sheet  tax  return. 
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Investment  -  New  money  must  enter  the  agriculture  industry  in  this  province.  A  whole 
generation  of  farmers  are  leaving  with  their  money!  New  farmers  cannot  afford  to  start  with 
these  tight  margins  today.  Perhaps  income  tax  credits  for  other  Albertans  be  awarded  to 
people  who  invest  in  agricultural  funds  so  they  may  enhance  our  Agri-future. 


HOGS 

Agree  only  with  wording  change.  Agree  with  "Assist"  only  which  does  not  mean  direct 
government  money. 

DAIRY/POULTRY/EGGS 

Removal  of  regulations  need  to  be  specific  to  analyze  impact  on  industry  total. 

The  list  of  strategy  concerns  are  of  vital  importance  to  the  future  existence  of  agriculture 
in  Alberta  and  Canada.  It  is  our  hope  that  our  government  doesn't  waste  time  in  addressing 
these  issues.  It's  long  over  due. 

OTHERS 

Government  involvement  in  diversification  should  not  be  through  direct  product  subsidies 
such  as  freight  offsets.  Reduction  of  subsidies  and  policies  that  encourage  export  of  raw 
product  should  be  removed.  Financing  facilities  for  special  storage  and  production  of  crops. 

This  may  encourage  overproduction  if  there  is  not  enough  market  to  absorb  production 
locally.  A  major  problem  with  fresh  commodities  is  Alberta's  short  season.  Storage 
facilities  that  allow  product  to  be  stored  and  brought  to  market  at  a  later  date  should  take 
harvest  pressure  off  the  market.  Storage  facilities  of  fresh  product  for  the  export  market 
will  definitely  help  get  hotter  market  prices. 

Encourage  dialogue  with  primary  producers,  processors  and  consumers  to  give  a  clearer 
knowledge  to  all  of  what  consumers  want,  what  processors  should  produce  and  what  growers 
should  produce.  Encourage  three  levels  of  monitoring  commitment  producer,  processors, 
consumer  (government). 

Industry  must  develop  where  the  market  dictates.  Government  cannot  create  a  processing 
industry  that  will  survive  and  prosper  over  the  long  term. 

Develop  long  term  policies. 

Removal  of  legislation  and  regulations  that  favor  exports  of  raw  products  is  not  necessarily 
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all  good,  but  for  the  most  part.  The  CWB  could  focus  more  on  processing  and  not 
exporting. 

Drop  interprovinciai  trade  barriers. 
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FARM  INCOME  SUPPORT 
GRAINS/OILSEEDS 

If  we  must  have  a  program  or  programs,  they  should  be  as  simple  and  inexpensive  as 
possible. 

My  preference  is  no  programs,  let  the  private  sector  provide  crop  insurance,  etc. 

If  the  fundamental  problems  affecting  the  grains  industry  (ie.  CWB,  transportation, 
international  subsidies)  were  addressed,  there  would  be  no  need  for  any  of  these  income 
programs. 

Do  away  with  all  these  programs  -  let  private  insurance  companies  come  up  with  a  program. 

Use  the  money  designated  for  NISA/VAISA  type  savings  accounts  to  help  stabilize  long 
term-fixed  interest  rate  financing  programs  for  beginning  and  expanding  farmers.  Maintain 
crop  insurance. 

Where  is  the  comprehensive  study  of  crop  insurance  done  by  the  northern  development  of 
Peace  River.  This  crop  insurance  met  the  needs  of  all  farmers  in  the  northern  half  of 
Alberta  and  all  it  does  is  gather  dust.  The  10  per  cent  population  in  the  north  shows  up. 
We  must  accept  90  per  cent  decisions  we  sure  have  no  say.  Crop  insurance  study  can  be 
obtained  from  Northern  Development  Peace  River. 

I  feel  that  you  have  to  get  one  to  make  this  work  so  there  is  one  policy.  Crow  has  to  be 
paid  to  farmer  in  a  bond.  We  are  losing  it  in  a  few  years  anyway. 

Cost  of  production  should  enter  into  the  equation.  The  70  per  cent  proposal  with  GATT 
is  too  low  -  Should  be  80  or  85  per  cent. 

I  am  not  a  beUever  in  rewarding  the  producer  for  not  producing  like  you  are  doing  now. 
For  example  no  fertilizer,  no  spray  and  seeding  too  late.  I  would  like  to  see  a  reward  for 
producing  a  bushel  of  grain  or  a  pound  of  meat.  This  GATT  70  program  if  I  understand 
it  right  it  may  be  better  than  GRIP  was  for  that.  If  we  go  to  a  program  like  GATT  70  the 
whole  world  would  have  to  be  using  the  same  base  price  for  a  bushel  of  wheat  for  instance. 
So  we  know  70  per  cent  of  what. 

If  our  income  drops  30  per  cent  we  will  not  be  farming.  Also  the  programs  should  be  made 
to  be  able  to  get  going  farmers  started.  This  does  not  do  anything  to  help  them. 

Rather  than  having  only  one  program,  offering  several  alternatives  (or  alternatively,  one 
basic  program  with  several  "add  on"  options)  would  allow  farmers  to  fit  their  insurance  to 
their  own  individual  needs.  GATT  70  is  based  on  gross  revenue  for  it's  premium.  This 
could  impose  a  very  large  hardship  on  farmers  with  high  gross  revenues  but  low  net  incomes 
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(due  to  high  expenses  for  instance).  If  GATT  70  replaces  NISA,  the  NISA  account  should 
be  given  back  to  the  farmer  in  installments  to  keep  this  taxable  income  from  getting  too 
high  at  tax  time. 

I  would  prefer  to  see  a  minimum  of  administration  and  ground  rules  that  were  not 
continually  changing. 

Whole  farm  with  averaging  of  five  years  eliminating  high  and  low  year  using  just  income  as 
GATT  70.  The  program  should  be  brought  down  to  70  per  cent  gradually  to  meet  GATT 
time  line. 

Try  to  combine  savings  and  accumulation  of  funds  aspect  of  NISA  into  GATT  70.  Use 
some  time  (5-10)  years  to  reduce  subsidy  to  70.  In  GATT  70  -  maybe  use  a  5  year  average 
with  elimination  of  highest  and  lowest  year  for  premium  calculation. 

Remove  constraints  to  deregulate  and  safety  nets  will  be  unnecessary. 

From  a  grain  growers  view  point,  I  feel  crop  Insurance,  as  it  was  prior  to  GRIP  was  starting 
to  take  shape  and  should  have  been  pursued  further.  As  for  the  above  proposals,  I  feel 
there  wasn't  enough  time  or  background  given  to  make  a  knowledgeable  decision. 

Concern:  Don't  want  programs  developed  that  encourage  more  administration. 

Keep  it  simple. 

Sell  farm.  NISA  is  a  good  program  for  my  farm. 

Farmers  should  be  smart  enough  to  manage  their  operation  so  that  there  will  be  no  need 
for  government  assistance.  Eventually,  government  may  discontinue  support  programs  due 
to  lack  of  money,  or  to  put  the  money  to  other  use. 

Don't  really  know  enough  about  GATT  70  to  make  an  educated  decision. 

Crop  insurance  with  better  coverage. 

Any  new  program  should  be  simple.  Forms  easy  to  fill  out.  Actuarially  sound,  affordable, 
responsible  to  farmers  income  variations.  Should  not  take  large  amounts  of  dollars  to 
administer.  Programs  should  be  easy  to  get  in  and  out  of. 

GATT  70  may  not  help  a  diversified  farm.  GATT  70  -  most  farms  cannot  stand  a  30  per 
cent  gross  margin  drop.  No  program  will  be  meaningful  until  commodity  prices  improve. 

I  would  like  an  optional  long  term  program  that  allows  for  changes  in  farm  income. 

Need  long  term  whole  farm  insurance  plan  with  fair  coverage  and  not  mandatory 
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participation. 

Should  be  long  term  with  no  deviations.  Favorable  to  ail  segments  of  agriculture,  should 
have  option  to  be  in  or  out  with  premiums. 

I  feel  the  success  of  any  of  these  programs  depends  on  the  government's  determination  to 
fund  them  adequately  through  good  times  or  bad.  Even  if  bad  times  last  ten  years. 

Let  the  market  be  the  regulator,  because  anything  else  will  be  artificial. 

Farm  income  support  must  be  totally  decoupled  from  commodities.  We  have  to  move  from 
the  perception  that  there  will  always  be  a  helping  hand  when  things  go  bad.  This  helping 
hand  has  been  capitalized  into  the  cost  of  production. 

Seventy  per  cent  of  any  production  under  GATT  70  would  mean  disaster.  We  in  the  grains 
sector  are  starting  from  too  low  a  base. 

A  companion  grain  program  based  on  trade  deficiencies.  (EEP  or  EEC)  to  compensate.  A 
program  such  as  this  could  be  the  target  for  pay  the  producer  WGTA. 

Do  not  understand  enough  detail  of  GATT  70. 

I  like  the  idea  of  basic  coverage  and  looking  after  minor  variations  myself.  Concerned  with 
government  committment  to  compensate  for  trade  action,  which  of  these  programs  will 
adequately  address?  Something  must  be  done  in  this  area  particularly  in  the  grain  sector. 
Relying  on  GATT  especially  in  the  short  term  is  a  fantasy. 

For  beginning  farmers  and  expanding  operations,  NISA  and  WHOLE  FARM  NISA  do  not 
address  disasters  or  difficulties  in  farming  beyond  insurable  measures.  However,  the  GATT 
70  approach  does  not  involve  much  farmer  self-responsibility  in  helping  to  pay  for  the 
program. 

I  would  sooner  see  whole  farm  NISA  survive  above  the  rest.  It  would  provide  me  with  the 
best  support  for  my  farm/ranch  operation.  The  GATT  70  has  some  possibility  but  I  could 
live  without  it  if  whole  farm  NISA  would  survive.  On  my  operation  there  would  be  no  need 
for  crop  insurance.  This  program  could  also  be  milked  by  a  farmer  who  wants  to  retire  and 
rents  out  his  farm. 

The  government  has  a  record  of  changing  the  rules  of  a  program  after  the  program  has  been 
implemented.  This  makes  it  impossible  for  a  farmer  to  make  informed  business  decisions. 
If  a  new  program  is  implemented  (like  GATT  70)  please  don't  change  the  rules. 

I  need  more  concrete  information  on  GATT  70. 
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GATT  70  has  too  many  morale  hazards.  I  feel  accounts  should  be  individual  -  both 
government  and  producer  contributions.  A  good  NISA  account  will  also  help  in  farm 
transfer,  if  dollars  are  accessible  to  retiring  farmers. 

-  Individual  account  -  structure  that  rewards. 

-  Good  management  -  limited  availability  for  moral  hazard. 

-  Suggest  -  RRSP  type  program  when  contributions  are  tax  deducted  and  withdrawals  are 
taxable. 

-  GATT  70  -  Poor  Idea 

Bare  Bones  would  have  to  go  hand  in  hand  with  reduced  regulations.  GATT  70  is  a  nice 
philosophy  but  lends  itself  to  policing  from  abuse. 

GATT  70  may  be  a  better  approach  than  whole  farm  NISA  if  more  of  the  details  would  be 
known. 

So  much  paper  is  confusing. 

Should  have  disaster  coverage  (no  premiums)  as  the  first  option,  crop  insurance  with 
premiums  as  second  alternative  and  finally,  revenue  insurance  based  on  a  broad  scope  and 
cost  of  production. 

Why  is  it  that  farmers  must  be  satisfied  with  a  two  per  cent  return  on  equity,  when  others 
such  as  Transalta  Utilities  applies  to  P.U.B.  everytime  their  return  on  equity  falls  below  10 
per  cent.  This  cheap  food  policy  and  expecting  farmers  to  become  more  efficient  has  got 
to  end  sometime.  I  certainly  believe  GRIP  should  be  done  away  with,  the  quicker  the 
better.  Natural  disasters  do  occur  therefore  we  need  protection  from  these  things. 
Although  I  believe  that  government  does  have  a  responsibility  to  Agriculture,  government 
funding  will  certainly  go  down  because  they  cannot  afford  it  anymore.  Maybe  the  consumer 
better  realize  that  farmers  cannot  continue  to  supply  food  for  under  the  cost  of  production. 
The  young  starting  farmer  also  needs  help  to  get  started  and  none  of  these  programs 
address  those  needs. 

These  programs  are  not  related  to  input  costs  but  seem  to  be  directed  to  low  food  prices 
to  consumers.  Also  they  are  on  gross  income  figures  not  on  net  income.  The  GATT  70  is 
simple  but  to  have  several  years  of  declining  income  is  disastrous  and  will  not  work  for  the 
individual.  These  programs  are  not  designed  for  young  farmers.  Some  sort  of  future  savings 
should  be  deviced.  These  programs  are  derived  for  older  farms. 

GATT  70  -  looks  to  be  very  simple  and  easy  to  implement.  I  would  support  this  program 
but  feel  we  need  more  information  on.  The  program  should  be  higher  than  70  per  cent. 
70  per  cent  is  not  enough  to  cover  costs.  80-85%  is  a  more  realistic  number.  The  GATT 
70  program  would  be  best  hinged  to  after  expenses  ie.  net  income.  70  per  cent  will  probably 
never  be  triggered  unless  a  person  works  the  system!!  70  per  cent  doesn't  cover  needs  of 
a  disaster.    I  believe  we  are  held  to  ransom  deciding  on  a  program  with  little  or  no 
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information.  GATT  70  looks  promising  but  needs  changes.  The  conceivable  way  of 
designing  a  truly  equitable  program  should  be  linked  to  the  cost  of  production. 

GATT  70  is  finally  a  program.  The  100  per  cent  of  the  farmers  can  understand  on  1  per 
cent  like  NISA.  If  the  premium  is  a  contribution  is  it  tax  deductable?  Does  the  fund  grow 
tax  free?  Is  there  a  tax  when  it  is  taken  out.  I  understand  this  is  only  a  disaster  account. 
What  happens  when  I  get  more  land  and  increase  my  gross  sales. 

With  GATT  70  the  initial  3  per  cent  should  be  in  an  account  that  equals  the  interest  we  are 
charged  at  the  bank  for  operating  money. 

In  the  GATT  70  there  should  be  no  premium,  just  insure  to  the  70  per  cent  level. 
BEEF 

I  want  to  go  bare  bones,  but  I  don't  want  to  be  the  only  province  that  goes  that  way. 
Alberta  should  be  on  an  equal  playing  field  with  the  rest  of  the  Country. 

Bare  bones  will  work  only  if  Saskatchewan  goes  along  with  it. 

As  long  as  all  of  Canada  opted  for  bare  bones,  we  would  be  better  off.  If  the  rest  of 
Canada  has  government  support,  I  can't  survive  on  barebones! 

Agree  with  bare  bones  as  long  as  programs  are  the  same  across  Canada. 

None  of  the  above  are  adequate,  here  market  forces  work.  We  need  none  of  the  above. 

Government  policies  at  all  levels  need  to  be  focused  on  productivity  of  enterprises  and  the 
individual.  Nothing  wrong  with  this  world  that  a  day's  work  won't  solve.  We  must 
understand  there  is  no  free  lunch. 

Programs  should  not  inflate  land  value.  Programs  should  not  be  farmable.  We  have  to  be 
sure  that  safety  net  programs  don't  discourage  diversification.  A  farm  that  is  properly 
diversified  should  have  his  bases  covered  anyway.  Maybe  we  should  go  back  to  five  year 
tax  averaging.  Wouldn't  that  help? 

With  most  programs  the  rules  change  as  the  political  climates  change. 
Let  supply  and  demand  dictate  prices  of  land  and  capital  assets. 

GATT  70  -  is  it  based  on  net  profit  or  gross  income?  Government  need  to  put  more  effort 
in  providing  better  market  possibilities! 
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I  would  like  less  book  work  and  let  farmers  survive  on  their  own. 

I  disagree  with  any  program  that  distorts  the  market  place  or  makes  the  rich  richer,  such  as 
NISA,  using  tax  payers  money.  A  program  should  not  require  any  subsidy,  such  as  the 
program  that  I  presented  to  the  previous  Government.  It  is  called  Co-management 
financing  and  if  interested,  I  can  send  a  copy. 

These  programs  do  not  protect  the  beginning  farmers. 

A  bare  bones  approach  seems  best  to  me.  GATT  70  can  be  farmed  in  the  year  of  exit  from 
the  program.  A  well  diversified  farm  operation  builds  in  its  own  protection  against  market 
fluctuations.  Disasters  can  be  responded  to  on  an  individual  basis. 

Bare  bones  in  the  present  form  are  more  suited  to  the  average  farmer  or  smaller  holdings 
whereas  some  of  the  other  programs  suit  larger  company  farms  that  already  have  other 
sources  of  income  to  offset  a  loss  in  one  company. 

Make  sure  that  the  program  is  not  set  up  so  that  the  farmers  farm  the  program  instead  of 
the  farm. 

I  don't  feel  we  need  any  program.  We  have  to  stand  on  our  own  feet. 

I  think  that  if  a  farm  or  ranch  is  diversified  it  has  looked  after  the  ups  and  downs  and 
stabilizes  ones  own  operation.  A  30  per  cent  drop  in  income  must  happen  before  a  payout 
under  the  GATT  70  occurs.  Seventy  per  cent  of  income  is  not  going  to  help  someone  much 
for  instance  a  producer  who  loses  35  per  cent  would  only  get  5  per  cent  and  probably  be 
broke. 

On  a  mixed  farm,  I  cannot  feel  good  with  any  of  the  above  programs. 
Make  it  simple  to  fill  out  and  understand. 

Need  more  information  on  GATT  70.  Focus  on  GATT  GREEN.  Probably  best  option  for 
long  term  is  to  eliminate  all  support  programs. 

My  goal  is  to  be  independent  of  government  programs  except  disaster  relief. 

If  the  GATT  is  successful  in  reducing  uncertainties  from  international  trade  actions  that  are 
unpredictable,  then  no  safety  net  programs  are  required.  Each  individual  should  be 
responsible  for  their  own  destiny. 

All  farm  commodity  -  matching  contributions. 

Timeliness  of  payments  is  crucial.  The  payments  must  be  prompt.  Producers  share  of  the 
account  should  be  readily  accessible  but  the  government  portion  should  have  to  be  triggered. 
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We  should  forget  about  safety  nets  and  try  to  correct  the  causes. 

We  need  a  program  that  gets  away  from  cheap  food  poHcy  and  takes  into  account  the  cost 
of  production.  These  programs  are  not  made  for  small  farmers  its,  made  for  big  farmers 
with  $400,000  plus. 

I  have  a  concern  that  young  farmers  who  can  least  afford  programs  need  the  programs  the 
most  until  they  are  more  economically  viable.  If  we  want  to  have  young  farmers  entering 
into  the  business,  we  have  to  come  up  with  a  program  that  encourages  them  to  become 
farmers. 


Government  put  all  their  resources  to  management  and  market. 

Allow  for  a  more  reliable  tax  system  where  excess  net  income  could  be  deferred  tax  free  for 
use  in  times  of  need  thus  eliminating  the  requirement  for  other  income  stabilizing  or  ad  hoc 
programs. 

I  feel  that  the  bare  bones  alternative  coupled  with  a  system  where  farmers  could  set  aside 
money  in  good  years  tax  free  (RRSP  or  income  averaging  trust  account)  and  bring  it  into 
income  in  poor  years  would  effectively  stabilize  income  and  probably  be  a  less  costly  method 
for  the  government. 

After  all  the  discussions  Fm  of  the  opinion  that  I'm  best  off  with  no  program  at  all,  no 
subsidy  and  reducing  my  tax  therefore.  If  the  price  of  beef  is  seriously  affected  by  some 
type  of  government  involvement  then  I  pay.  I  should  be  compensated,  other  than  I  look 
after  myself. 

Other  tax  stunting,  as  that  an  individual  produces  can  pool  profits  to  tax  free  for  lean  years. 

Taxes  consideration  for  individual  growth  -  transfer  of  farms  between  generations.  My 
preference  is  no  program  and  consideration  for  transfer  and  retirement. 

HOGS 

Take  all  taxes  off  farm  inputs  and  tarrifs,  etc.  (level  playing  field)  we  can  compete  with 
anybody  in  the  world  on  quality  and  price  if  our  input  cost  is  stable. 

DAIRY/POULTRY/EGGS 

I  feel  that  the  government  should  put  the  stabilization  money  to  the  aid  and  benefit  of  fbced 
interest  rates  to  help  beginning  farmers  and  secondly  to  disaster  relief,  be  it  an  Act  of  God, 
or  Global  trade  dispute. 
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Sketchy  information  on  GATT  70  and  VAISA.  Why  spend  time  on  any  program  that  is  not 
truly  GATT  green  (to  your  best  knowledge).  Presented  very  pro  GATT  70.  Is  GATT  70 
fund  at  the  whim  of  government  (can  they  back  away).  Prefer  individual  accounts  - 
Government  and  producer.  Barebones  sounds  like  squeaky  wheel  gets  grease. 

I  started  farming  30  years  ago  and  went  into  a  supply  management  operation  because  my 
income  was  fixed  and  didn't  need  support  payments.  Support  payments  penalize  the 
efficient  operator  and  benefit  the  operator  who  plays  the  system. 

I  strongly  feel  the  government  should  not  have  any  support  programs  period. 

GATT  70  sounds  good  for  supply  managed  commodities. 


Program  must  be  affordable  to  our  government  for  long  term.  Program  must  apply  to  all 
farm  commodities.  Program  must  be  simple  and  leave  no  chances  of  manipulation  where 
only  certain  farms  gain  at  the  expense  of  others.  GATT  70  is  the  most  secure  program  to 
address. 


OTHERS 

Bare  bones  is  fine  but  what  about  Quebec? 

Bare  bones  preference  should  be  a  second  choise.  The  first  choice  should  be  no  program 
at  all. 

I  feel  that  NISA  favours  the  established,  wealthy  farmers  rather  than  assisting  the  beginning, 
struggling  farmers.  The  subsidy  money  would  be  better  spent  stabilizing  long  term  interest 
rates  and  helping  beginning  farmers. 

Companion  programs  will  likely  be  needed  to  address  commodity  specific  needs.  GATT 
agreement  will  provide  parameters  -  to  reduce  not  eliminate. 

Preference  would  be  to  have  bare  bones  with  coverage  for  disaster  and  trade  distorting 
subsidies,  tariffs  which  would  domestically  reduce  price  of  any  specific  commodity.  Tax 
environment  and  other  things  such  as  regulations  and  legislation  should  be  comparable  to 
other  countries. 

On  GATT  70  you  are  using  a  70  per  cent  average,  we  are  now  receiving  $2.00  per  bushel 
for  our  wheat,  so  in  order  to  trigger  any  payment,  wheat  would  drop  to  $1.40  per  bushel. 
Why  can't  we  use  the  world  average  price  of  wheat  then  use  your  70  per  cent.  I  have  used 
per  bushel  calculations  to  make  my  point.  Gross  income  for  straight  wheat  farmers  would 
result  in  the  same  figures. 
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I  feel  guaranteed  income  support  programs  will  only  harm  agriculture  in  the  long  run.  The 
programs  in  the  past  have  been  bandaid  fixes.  If  we  can  remove  interprovincial  and 
international  barriers  to  trade  then  we  will  survive  or  fail  based  on  whether  the  market  has 
a  need  for  required  our  produce.  Complex  programs  will  only  forestall  tough  decisions. 
Government  money  and  efforts  should  not  be  on  farm  welfare  programs  but  for  disaster  and 
undelivered  losses.  Individuals  should  have  self-managed  account  such  as  an  RRSP.  The 
money  put  in  as  premium  should  be  before  tax  money. 

Program  has  to  be  GATTABLE.  Must  be  fast  in  response  for  payout.  Rules  must  be  in 
place  before  planting. 

We  should  have  a  cost  of  production  coverage  on  our  crop  insurance  eg.  $4.00  a  bushel  for 
wheat  on  say  a  20  bushel  coverage  crop  insurance  giving  $80.00  per  acre  which  would  cover 
our  cost  of  production  in  our  area. 

Let  us  have  our  own  tax  deductable  whole  farm  super  RRSP  and  self  income  ourselves. 

What  government  should  look  at  is  letting  farmers  establish  a  tax  free  reserve  fund  that 
could  be  10  per  cent  a  year  until  the  fund  sits  at  100  per  cent  of  one  years  gross. 
Withdrawals  would  be  taxed  and  fund  capped  with  no  government  assistance. 

The  whole  farm  NISA  plan  sounds  like  it  would  promote  the  most  producer  responsibility. 
However,  an  extra  companion  program  may  be  necessary  for  beginning  farmers  and  for  all 
farmers  until  the  plan  is  up  and  working. 

Whole  farm  (all  commodities)  long  term  program  that  is  delayed  to  meet  needs  and  wants 
of  all  farms.  If  the  program  is  properly  implemented  all  farmers  will  want  to  join.  Program 
should  show  long  term  to  create  stability.  Responds  to  cash  flow  needs  quickly.  Opt  out 
options  -  voluntary. 

As  sheep  or  lambs  were  part  of  NTSP,  I  would  have  liked  to  see  some  comparison  on  them 
as  I  was  representing  them  here.  Would  sheep  or  lambs  be  helped  if  the  income  dropped 
below  that  70  per  cent  level.  We  need  more  information  on  GATT  70. 

Cater  to  the  engine  and  not  the  caboose?  Stick  with  bare  bones  voluntary  support 
programs,  but  deal  with  high  administrative  fees.  Also  include  all  commodities  for  insurance 
coverage. 

Companion  grains  program  to  compensate  for  trade  distortions. 

GATT  70  allows  for  manipulation  through  inventory  adjustments.  The  70  per  cent  level  top 
up  of  GATT  70  does  have  its  appeal. 

All  programs  should  be  simple  and  tone  labour  impacts. 
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Government  to  supplement  one  program  for  a  period  of  time  to  build  up  equity  in  GATT 
70  then  privatize  as  a  separate  insurance  company  with  proper  guidelines. 

No  government  support  until  producers  clean  up  their  act  ie.  rational  grain  system. 

Please  let  us  decide,  because  we  have  to  be  able  to  deal  with  a  world  market  that  is 
changing  every  day.  Less  bureaucracy  would  help  us  a  lot. 

Make  GATT  70  individualized  accounts. 

Has  to  be  national,  commodity  neutral,  non-socialistic,  easy  to  fill  in,  individual  account  ie. 
VAJSA.  The  presentation  (especially  GATT  70)  was  heavily  biased. 

Government  portion  returns  to  the  tax  pot  when  the  producer  retires.  Don't  want  to  create 
pension  plans  for  farmers  similar  to  those  of  MLA  and  MP's. 

GATT  70  should  have  no  premium  at  all. 

Crop  insurance  must  become  income  based,  ie.  70%  of  average  income  based  on  income 
tax  return.  NISA  does  not  work  unless  you  have  a  good  year  to  start.  GATT  70  appears 
pretty  wishy-washy  but  might  work. 

As  long  as  it  is  a  program  that  helps  producers  in  need  without  dishonesty  tactics  to  milk 
or  distort  the  system.  This  will  or  may  be  more  acceptable  to  general  public. 

The  survival  of  any  government  support  program  depends  on  our  economy.  In  light  of  our 
huge  public  debt,  can  we  afford  any  program? 

I  think  this  policy  consultation  did  not  address  any  part  of  supply  management  in  that  it  gave 
us  no  choice  except  a  dictated  one,  bare  bones,  NISA,  etc.  We  have  had  a  system  in  place 
for  years  where  by  we  do  not  need  government  assistance  in  the  form  of  NISA,  GRIP  or 
past  tense  cattle  tripartite.  We  have  done  very  well  on  our  own.  You  ask  what  we  prefer, 
the  answer  is  none  of  the  above. 


APPENDIX  V 


FUPCHART  NOTES 


These  notes  were  recorded  at  the  Agricultural  Policy  Consultations  by  facilitators.  They 
reflect  individual  opinions  of  participants.  They  were  developed  to  provide  participants 
with  an  improved  basis  upon  which  to  judge  the  policy  proposals  and  farm  income 
support  approaches  presented  to  them.  They  do  not  represent  a  consensus. 


GRASN  MARKETING,  HANDLING  AND  TRANSPORTATION 


Vermilion 
Table  1 

Strategy 

1 .  Very  negative  impact  -  barley  into  U.S.  (own  barley  sold  on  world  market  from 
U.S.). 

1 .  Need  time,  initially,  to  develop  marketing  skills  -  long  term  benefit/market 
opportunities. 

2.  Positive  impact. 

2.   Not  sure  of  effect  -  philos.  concern  with  government  paying  for  export 
subsidies. 

2.  Change  would  be  positive  to  business  -  current  system  limits  market  choices. 

2.  Transportation  alternatives  could  be  positive  to  industry  -  as  happened  with 
trucking  cattle  instead  of  rail  shipments. 

5.  Competitive  service  at  port. 

-  too  many  impacts  (positive  -  negative)  needs  to  be  willing  to  adapt 

Changes  in  government  will  have  costs  (difficult  to  keep  up  -  knowledge). 

1/3/5  -  need  for  review  (turn  around  time  with  respect  to  rail  car  availability  would  be 
improved). 

Vermilion 
Table  3 

Strategy 

1 .  CWB  may  need  more  grades,  buy  feed  based  on  weight  etc. 

1 .  Increase  1 0%-1 5%  cash  flow  if  farmers  allowed  to  market  board  grains  in  continent. 

1 .   If  CWB  de-regulated  it  will  increase  competition. 

1 .  With  CWB  change  farmer  can  sell  grain  when  needed  without  quotas. 

1 .  Concerned  that  an  open  border  will  affect  CWB's  ability  to  source  and  sell 
quality  product.  This  will  reduce  farm  income. 

1 .   Modifying  CWB  may  not  decrease  change  of  trade  actions. 
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2.  Change  of  WGTA  Impact  to  pay  the  producer  will  end  up  being  lost  over  time. 

2.  Concern  with  alternative  option  for  transportation. 

2.  Change  MOP  -  will  they  continue  to  receive  payment? 

2.  May  agree  with  MOP  but  only  if  there  is  no  dilution. 

2.  Change  MOP  railways  may  be  forced  to  become  more  efficient. 

2.  Change  MOP  farmer  can  decide  who  to  spend  money  on. 

2.  Change  MOP  who  will  receive  the  money,  the  landowner,  or  producer? 

2.  If  government  changes  MOP  then  port  will  have  to  handle  trucks. 

2.  U.S.  using  CWB  as  scapegoat  to  prevent  wheat  shipments. 

2.  Change  MOP  may  make  railway  more  efficient 

3.  Why  is  it  a  strategy?  Should  have  been  done. 

4.  Either  de-regulate  completely  or  leave  it  alone,  can't  go  in  between. 

5.  Other  countries  rate  our  ports  poorly,  this  is  likely  because  of  labour  practices. 
This  is  likely  the  same  problem  with  railways. 

5.   Need  an  alternative  port  to  force  changes  to  existing  ports. 

5.   Port  labour  should  not  have  ability  to  hold  grain  at  random. 

Olds 
Table  2 

CWB  not  have  exclusive  control  of  market. 
CWB  accountable. 

Individual  has  choice  of  using  the  CWB  or  not  for  marketing. 

CWB  has  to  handle  government  to  government  sales  where  it  is  a  purchaser 
requirement. 

Eliminate  the  CWB  completely. 

Complete  dual  marketing  system  on  grains. 
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Plebiscite  to  remove  Alberta  from  designated  CWB  area. 

Elected  CWB  commissioners. 

Crow  Benefit  is  an  oxymoron  (Crow  Detriment). 

Change. 

Eliminate. 

What  is  method  of  the  payment  based  on  ?? 
Is  the  money  really  there  ??? 

-  DOIT. 

No  rate  regulation. 

May  require  upgrading  and  maintenance  of  highways  -  especially  secondary. 

-  Highway  user  pay  system  by  use,  weight,  etc. 

-  Don't  set  up  a  double  system  for  user  pay. 

Distribute  Crow  to  provinces  to  use  for  roads  or  rail  or  whatever. 

Use  most  efficient  export  facilities  regardless  of  country. 

Change  legislation  so  a  small  group  cannot  shut  down  agriculture  exports. 

-  Allow  industry  to  supply  replacement  workers  when  agriculture  exports  are  being 
held  up  by  labour  action. 

Review. 

-  Make  user  friendly. 
Customer  recognition. 

Taber 
Table  2 

-  Need  to  get  beyond  simply  looking  at  rail  transport  to  get  grains  to  market  -  need 
new  innovative  ways. 

-  If  remove  distortions  then  the  method  of  transport  will  sort  itself  out. 
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Need  to  look  at  Airport  system  in  Holland. 

Better  able  to  handle  cash  flow. 

Better  competition  in  grain  handling  system. 

Improve  flexibility  in  servicing  customers/marketing  grain  if  were  not  tied  to  current 
MOP  held  ransom  at  current  Canada  ports. 

Need  to  have  CWB  compete  for  contracts  -  should  be  an  open  system. 

Transfer  WGTA  subsidy  to  farm  -  not  into  a  NISA  account. 

Need  for  competitive  rates  -  no  government  influence. 

Grain  handling  needs  to  designated  essential  service. 

Farmers  need  choices  in  how  they  market  grain  -  will  sort  out  labour  problems. 

Would  also  address  strategies  3  and  4  but  railway  stands  still  ties  farmers  hands  - 
need  deregulation  and  flexibility    very  important. 

-  Transportation  panel  not  providing  enough  opportunity  for  railways  to  have 
flexibiiity  in  setting  rates,  etc.. 

If  MOP  not  changed,  then  no  point  in  other  strategies. 

Deregulating  car  allocations  go  hand-in-hand  but  MOP  change  needs  to  come  first  - 
wherever  the  money  goes.  Just  get  rid  of  it.  The  rest  will  fall  into  place. 

Can't  afford  not  to  grow  wheat  as  long  as  paying  the  railway. 

-  Stop  throwing  money  into  the  system  to  pay  rail  way  -  force  change  in  MOP 

Result  would  be  greater  diversification. 

If  farm  community  would  agree  to  tell  government  to  change  MOP  ( they  can 
decide  how),  would  force  the  government  to  quit  procrastinating  and  make  the 
change. 

-  Allocation  system  needs  to  be  overhauled. 

Taber 
Table  3 

-  Return  management  to  the  MANAGEMENT  not  unions/labour. 
Avenues  for  alternate  labour. 
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CVVB  competitive  with  private  industry. 
Too  restrictive  too  take  advantage  of  market. 
Producer  choice  of  marketing. 

Labour  disputes  arbitration  should  be  national  "scope"  -  no  special  deal  for  the 
west  coast. 

Concern  that  CW9  concludes  its  monopoly  -  it  can't  exist. 

Eliminate  EEP  would  result  in  980  barley. 

Du^  roarkel  systarr^  with  CWB  -  either  commit  to  "pool"  price  or  "spot"  price. 
Concern  over  blending  high  quality  and  Iqw  quality  under  the  "pool"  -  small  areas. 

Pooling  system  top  long. 

-  Split  into  2  or  3  parts. 

-  Losing  premium  time  period. 

Contract^  dilute  the  hj^h  priqe. 
Labour  controlled  by  management. 

Payment  to  the  producer  -  based  on  the  production  and  not  marketing. 

U.S.  cars  are  smaller,  in  poor  condition.  Keep  Canada's  cars  in  Canada 

More  unit  trains  targeting  commodities.  (Benefit  accrues  to  the  farmer). 

Producer  should  pay  equal  demurrage  based  on  time  to  load  cars  (also  onload). 

Pilot  project  on  dual  market  system  for  barley  (3/5  years). 

Union  responsible  jointly  with  company  for  third  party  injury. 

WGTA  -  pay  producer  subject  to  no  dilution. 

Supports  orderly  market  under  CWB. 

CQC  grading  and  r^ulation  allow  to  sell  globally. 

Declare  essential  services. 

Pay  the  producer  based  on  marketing. 

Pay  producer  b^sed  on  long  term  production  average  (crop  in). 
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CWB  -  sells  at  highest  prices  possible  and  is  passed  on  to  producer. 
"Right  to  work"  legislation  will  solve  problem. 

Modify  CWB  to  focus  on  off-shore  marketing  and  delivery  STET  ports. 

WGTA  and  car  allocation  are  ail  part  of  this. 

Pay  producer  -  based  on  historic  marketing  -  neutral  approach. 

Hanna 
Table  3 

CWB  should  not  restrict  sales. 

People  responsible  for  hold-up  of  ship  should  pay  expense  eg.  labour,  rail. 

Elevation  charges  must  be  more  competitive  eg.  U.S.  is  $2.00  versus  Canadian  at 
$9.00. 

-  Grain  industry  should  de-regulated  and  grain  move  freely  anywhere. 
Canola  -  allow  farmers  to  ship  against  futures. 

-  Get  around  Vancouver  Bottleneck. 

-  Clean  grain  inland. 

Private  enterprise  -  such  that  the  elevator  owners  responsible  for  loading  ships 
avoid  longshoreman. 

Feedlots  here  can  use  dockage. 

Pay  transportation  of  uncleaned  grain/oilseeds  and  ship  dockage  back  is  unwise. 
Eliminate  Crow  Rate. 

Picking  up  1 0-1 5  or  less  rail  cars  at  all  small  towns  is  uneconomical  -  savings  by 
hauling  further  should  be  realized  by  farmer. 

Railways  should  be  de-regulated.  Also,  absence  of  Crow  Rate  will  make  it 
uneconomical  to  grow  grain. 

Rates  will  drop  in  absence  of  Crow  Rate  such  that  trucks  could  haul  even  cheaper. 
Crop  mix  may  occur  but  only  so  much  grain  is  required  for  feed. 
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increased  diversification  by  value  adding  to  product  eg.  wheat. 

Remove  roadblocks  to  further  processing  eg.  acquiring  machinery  and  processes. 

-  All  specialists  position  move  was  positive. 
Place  for  the  CWB  to  operate  in  also. 

CWB  maintain  monopoly  even  in  continental  market. 
CWB  only  takes  FOB  grades  (easily  sold). 

-  CWB  is  obsolete. 

-  CWB  is  not  working  in  best  interest  of  farmers. 

-  CWB  needs  to  be  more  aggressive  in  marketing. 
Maintain  CWB  but  remove  monopoly  power. 

CWB  name  must  be  changed  to  Western  Canadian  Wheat  Board. 

Hmna 
Table  4 

-  Tendering  of  CWB  grains  at  the  coast. 

-  CWB  sales  to  highest  bidder. 

-  One  company  dependent  lines  -  no  rail  alternative. 

-  Wheat  -  Feed  marketing,  no  money  in  export  grain. 

-  Maybe  improve  high  protein  premium? 
Better  income  from  lower  transport  cost. 
Advantage  to  Durum  sales  into  us. 

-  May  not  make  much  of  a  difference  on  some  farms. 

-  Tremendous  plus  because  of  opportunities. 

-  Can  visually  notice  most  valuable  crops. 

-  Minimal  impact  -  grows  silage. 
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Negative  impact  -  dilution. 

Positive  impact  -  choice  on  delivery  method. 

Break  even  proposal. 

Good  for  land. 

Positive. 

Benefit  -  choice  of  delivery. 

Benefit  breaks  ice  jam  for  the  resolving  many  grain  company  policy. 

Increases  efficiencies  of  system  and  points  farmers  to  more  market  driven 
production. 

3,  4  and  6  done  together. 

Have  to  be  done  to  carry  my  operation  into  the  future. 
Could  be  short  term  hurt  from  branch  line  abandonment. 
Reforming  CGC  grade  discrepancies  -  between  elevators. 
OTHER  -  free  competition  on  rail  lines. 
Labour  disputes.  Justice  system  ignores  infractions. 

Hanna 
Table  6 

-  Continental  market  (short  lived)  expanded  sales  opportunities. 
More  options. 

More  grain  buyers  emerged. 

Threatened  a  small  family  farm. 

-  Larger  trading  areas. 

-  Loss  of  communities. 

-  By  loss  of  CWB. 

-  Threatened  price  by  grain  flow  in  pacific  NW. 

Need  to  control  the  flow  (orderly  many)  avoid  peaks  and  valleys. 
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-  Lower  prices  because  grain  could  flow  more  freely  into  Canada 

-  GTA  follow  the  law  already  set  down  car  supply. 
Farmers  should  be  allowed  to  sue  GTA. 

Small  changes  needed  not  overhaul  -  change  grains  to  suit  customers. 

-  Current  contract  system  is  not  working  for  producers. 

-  If  lose  CWB  need  agency  to  secure  credit  for  sales  to  customers  who  need  it. 

-  Available  to  all  commodities. 

-  Want  money  given  to  actual  grain  farmers  not  on  a  land  bases  system  -  exclude 
permanent  cover  acres. 

-  Railway  not  efficient  enough. 

-  Problems 

-  Lack  of  money 

-  Lack  of  agreement  (provincial) 

-  Lack  of  agreements  (farmers) 

-  Get  money  to  province  instead  of  railways. 

-  Need  right  to  work  legislation  passed. 

*    Compulsory  arbitration  with  non-biased  panel. 

-  Nationalize  rail  beds  allowing  more  individuals  to  haul  freight. 

We^ttock 
Table  1 

-  Dual  market  can  affect  small  farmers. 

-  Larger  farms  take  advantage  of  market  opportunities. 

-  Equal  access  should  apply  across  Canada  ie.  CWB  regulations  should  apply  in 
Eastern  Canada 

-  Cooperative  effort  a  history  of  the  grain  industry. 

-  M.O.P.  distribution  should  be  directed  at  producers  of  export  grain  (most  affected 
producers). 
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Communication  has  changed  market  information. 

M.O.P.  may  encourage  transportation  changes,  freight  charges  and  car  allocations. 

CWB  role  as  regulator  and  stabilizer  in  the  market. 

CWB  changes  may  make  transportation  costs  an  unknown. 

Replacement  workers  in  case  of  port  strikes. 

CGC  activity  restricted  to  quality  standards  (relationship  between  CGC  and  WGTA). 
Change  Crow  subsidy  on  TB  shipments. 

Streamline  car  allocation  procedures.  Define  players  and  responsibilities  of 

CGC/WGTA/GTA/CWB. 

CWB  should  be  maintained. 

Pooling  strategy  of  CWB  levels  playing  field  for  farmers  and  others  further  from 
market  opportunities. 

AWP  demonstrated  benefits  of  continental  marketing. 

Price  discovery  mechanism  becoming  more  visible  and  open  to  the  public. 

Who  pays  for  using  alternative  ports? 

WQStlock 
Table  2 

-  CWB  another  marketer  with  the  private  trade. 
More  competitive  CWB. 

Domestic  and  export  markets  open  to  CWB  and  private  industry. 
BASIS  system  appears  workable. 

CWB  has  a  place.  Need  more  people  competing  -  Many  producers  could  drive 
price  down. 

-  Farmers  forced  to  sell  in  poor  markets  for  cash  flow. 
WGTA  -  pays  the  producer  -  supporting  inefficient  railways. 

-  Question  as  how  to  pay  the  producer  will  lose  the  benefit. 


-  Must  tie  payment  to  historical  production  to  be  GATTABLE. 
"  DeaJ  with  it  quickly  to  save  benefit 

»  Trouble  with  CWB  guaranteed  by  federal  government 

-  A  place  for  CWB  in  export  markets. 

-  Standards  and  regulations  are  in  place  for  all  sellers  to  maintain  reputation. 

»  Ne©d  truly  level  field  for  marketing  grain. 

-  How  do  we  sell  into  both  the  premium  markets  and  a  subsidized  market. 

Mora  direct  marketing  to  avoid  middleman  -  more  ©fficiency  and  more  money  for 
producer. 

-  WGTA  -  more  efUciant  railway  -  more  competitive  transportation. 

-  Lost  15%  of  WGTA. 
^    V^fl  lose  all  shortly. 

Not  sure  on  what  basis  to  pay. 

-  Difficult  to  be  fair. 

Need  more  ©quitable  car  allocation  regionally. 

-  No  prival©in¥«tm@nt  into  cars  because  of  pooling  system. 

-  3  and  4  dependant  on  2. 

-  When  on  strike,  demyrrage  costs  should  be  shared  with  Unions, 

-  Concern  over  double  paying  (wages)  on  weekends. 

-  Pay  workers  on  volume  or  profit  share. 

•Modify  CWB  operations 

-  If  changes  result  in  decreased  prices  of  wheat  and  barley,  would  grow  less. 

-  Erratic  cash  flow. 

-  Transportation  rartes  cost  unknown. 
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What  to  produce? 

Contract  system  limiting  ability  of  smaller  producers  to  market. 
Makes  storage  more  manageable. 
More  time  spent  managing  marketing. 
Sell  more  grain  to  non  CWB  customers. 

•Change  in  Crow 

Increase  in  taxes  to  maintain  roads. 

If  one-time  payment  decrease  land  prices. 

If  annual  payment  -  administration  cost  would  eat  1/2! 

Should  go  to  producers  on  an  acreage  basis. 

Change  his  farm  operation. 

Decrease  land  value. 

Decrease  prices. 

Decrease  production  of  decreased  value  crops. 
Decrease  in  wheat/barley/oat  acreage. 
Big  Increase  livestock  production. 
Car  allocation. 

•  Review  Labour  Practices 

Should  be  essential  service. 

Labour  disputes  cost  more  than  freight. 

If  no  disruptions  would  increase  economy. 

No  labour  disruptions  would  increase  per  unit  price  and  total  volume  moved. 
Potential  of  future  sales  losses. 


InnlsfsU 
Tabs®  3 

Why  would  we  keep  CWB  at  Port  rather  than  going  to  free  market? 

The  CWB  should  be  a  competitor. 

If  WGTA  doesn't  change  benefit  will  be  lost. 

Easier  to  deal  with  a  railway  easier  than  three  agencies. 

-  WGTA  rates. 
Labour. 

One  union  better. 

-  Eliminating  right  to  strike  through  arbitration. 
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Grain  handlers  don't  work  weekends. 
Get  rid  of  unions. 

CWB  -  Lost  malt  markets  negative  of  getting  CWB  back. 

Labour  practices  hurt  Timothy  Markets. 

Think  all  will  have  an  effect  on  our  farms. 

Make  railways  more  efficient. 

Modify  MOP  and  pay  farmers  before  it  is  gone. 

Price  will  drop  but  you'll  have  more  control.  Costs  will  come  down. 

Labour  very  important.  The  arbitration  solution  maybe  a  good  approach. 

Have  to  do  something  about  branch-line. 
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TRADE  BARRIERS 


Vermilion 
Tables 

Price  -  have  to  have  better  prices. 

Strategy:  Who  to  sell  to:  export,  processors  and  fuel  users. 

1.  Bankruptcy. 
Value  of  assets. 

Price  will  come  up  (hopefully). 
What  to  produce. 
Would  have  to  diversify. 
Type  of  transportation. 

Access  to  new  markets,  to  natural  market  forces. 

2.  Force  farmers  to  new  marketing  opportunities. 
Free  marketing  up. 

If  the  tide  turns,  another  country  could  flood  our  market. 
Reduction  in  income. 

It  would  make  farmers  do  what  they  are  best  able  to  do. 

Reductions  in  any  area  should  be  fair  and  equal  across  all  commodities. 

3.  Could  lose  markets. 
Should  keep  markets. 
Should  keep  us  in  business. 

4.  Should  improve  income,  sales. 

More  of  a  steady  market,  even  flow  -  sell  your  calves  whenever  you  want. 
People  would  produce  only  what  the  market  would  bear  -  market  driven  - 
predicts  sales,  not  production. 

Management  strategies  and  requirements. 


Vermilion 
TABLE  6 

STR#1 

Knowledge  as  to  where  we're  going. 
What  are  our  comparative  advantage. 
-     EEP  -  Subsidy  up  to  $70/t. 
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Substantiai  reduction  is  agreed  to  if  done  simultaneously  in  all  countries 
(harmonize). 

GRIP "  a  reaction  to  other  world  subsidies. 

Harmonize  all  programs. 

Level  -  neutralize  production  decisions. 

Emphasis  on  comparative  advantage  -  who  decides. 

-  Adjustment  -  government  should  facilitate  by  Information  -  what  rare  our 
strengths. 

Focus  on  natural  strengths. 

Information  on  strengths  globally. 

Not  dependent  on  governments  ability  to  subsidize. 

Producer  directed  policy  -  not  government. 

Agree  with  NTSP  wind-down. 

#2 

n    What  authority  do  provinces  have  in  constructing  barriers. 

What  responsibilities  do  governments  have  in  removing  interprovincial  trade 
distortions. 

#3 

Must  remain  federal  government, 
input  driver  by  producers. 

-  Commodity  groups  defend  trade  disputes  (government  only  facilitates). 
»    Government  more  aggressive  in  addressing  trade  action. 

Responsible  for  injury. 

More  competitive  in  areas  with  natural  advantage. 

-  Producer  directed  R&D  to  new  areas  with  potential. 
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EquaJization  freight  payments  in  shipping  is  working  against  natural 
advantages  (fertilizer  from  Idaho?  Cheaper  than  local  fertilizer). 

New  market  potential. 

Increased  access  to  existing  markets. 

Major  sector  advantage  resulting  from  open  borders. 

Concerned  over  continued  protection  in  U.S. 

No  problem  with  free/fair  trade  even  if  it  means  phase  out  of  some 
commodities. 

Phase  out  of  NTSP/GRIP  means  more  focus  on  management. 

Trade  rule  uncertainty  difficult  for  producers  to  make  long-term  decisions 
(investment,  new  commodities). 

Olds 
Tablet 

Strategy  1 

Increase  prices  through  reduction  of  subsidies. 
Access  (competitive)  to  global  markets. 

See  GRIP  as  an  insurance,  not  a  subsidy  program,  if  scrapping  GRIP  perhaps 
need  to  also  scrap  UlC  (GRIP  is  an  insurance  for  farmers,  who  aren't  eligible  for 
UlC). 

Short-term  -  positive  impact  as  costs  stay  up  and  prices  are  low. 

Beef  industry  better  off  without  NTSP  -  built-in  equity  via  misallocation  of  resources  - 
had  destabilizing  effect  -  distort  feeder  livestock. 

Concern  with  impact  on  the  quota  system. 

Strategy  2 

Shifts  in  regional  production  of  commodities. 
Lower  phces  for  supply-management  commodities. 
Quota  values  lowered. 
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Change  in  freight  rates  will  have  positive  impact  on  livestock  sector. 

Standardizing  health  regulations  would  be  positive  impact  for  the  beef  industry. 

Need  to  look  at  broader  impacts  of  supply  management  -  effects  on  processing, 
etc.  as  well  as  on  producers  if  system  changes. 

Commend  Federal  Agricultural  Minister  for  not  backing  down  on  the  Durum  wheat 
issues  with  U.S. 

-  A  free  market  (market  driven)  approach  will  enable  us  to  be  more  competitive  but 
can't  have  it  both  ways  -  if  misread  the  marketplace  should  not  come  back  asking 
for  compensation. 

Should  take  advantage  of  the  insurance  available. 

Need  to  simplify  supply  management  to  enable  producers  to  take  advantage  of 
export  opportunities  -  moving  in  the  right  direction. 

»    Need  to  further  support  (long-term  fixed  rate  financing)  for  further  processing. 

later 
Tables 

-  An  element  to  ensure  some  safety  -  commodity  neutral. 

-  Eliminate  "unsubstantiated"  restrictions  eg.  blue  tongue  (potential  for  negative  trade 
actions). 

-  Why  do  we  need  "policy"  to  make  an  industry  competitive  and  market  driven? 
Market  signals  must  be  clear  -  not  distorted  by  programs. 

-  Some  protection  (should  be  voluntary)  needed  for  beginning  farmers  and  those 
with  higher  debt  load  and  retiring  farmers. 

-  Produce  what  is  in  market  demand  not  for  subsidy  programs. 

-  Put  more  responsibility  back  into  hands  of  farmers  -  minimize  policy  (broader 
closure). 

-  Largest  problem  -  not  paid  attention  to  world  market. 

-  Eliminate  EEP  and  GRIP. 

-  Alberta  must  support  federal  government  in  trade  negotiations  and  disputes. 
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If  we  expect  fewer  barriers  to  us,  we  will  have  to  expect  likewise  -  will  require  an 
adjustment  period. 

Farm  groups  play  a  more  active  role  in  defending  interests  -  we  are  not  as  aware  or 
as  active  as  U.S.  or  even  Quebec  groups. 

Barriers  to  beginning  farmers. 

-  WGTA 

•*      Distort  market  signaJs 

The  Crow 

Uncertainty  of  subsidies  and  removal  of  same. 

Canadian  wheat  board  -  "we  don't  know  what  it  costs  to  market  our  grain"  -  they 
don't  have  to  tell  us. 

As  a  negotiator  should  be  debt  free. 

Producer  groups  to  bear  more  responsibility  in  helping  young  farmers  to  get 
established. 

Programs  to  help  young  farmers  always  in  danger  of  being  "capitalized"  -  false 
start. 

Don't  let  up  quality  (policy)  control  therefore,  no  excuse  for  turning  back  product. 

Know  what  we  can  negotiate  with  (trade  disputes)  -  know  how  far  we  can  push. 
Are  we  naive?  Have  we  been  naive? 

Longer  term  effect  of  subsidies  always  negative  -  concentrate  on  the  economics  of 
production. 

Tab9r 
Table  6 

-  Do  not  reduce  subsidies  literally. 

-  GRIP  -  cannot  subsidize  to  extent  of  average  (1 00  %)  -  ABUSE. 
Trade  talks  headquarters  is  not  a  nice  place. 

GRIP  -  too  costly  because  of  abuse. 

Twin  American  farm  policy. 

Produce  or  products  which  can  easily  be  marketed. 


-  68  - 

Eliminate  interprovincial  trade  barriers. 

Cereal  grain  producers  unjustly  traded  off  for  other  commodity  groups. 

U.S.  elevator  price  increases  equivalent  excluding  subsidies. 

Interprovincial  barriers  have  disguised  opportunity  domestically. 

T    in  the  past  soft  wheat  producers  were  restricted  to  selling  in  the  Ontario  market. 

Need  to  be  more  domestically  competitive  before  international  prospects  will 
Improve. 

Commodity  group  conflict  and  misunderstanding  should  be  minimized. 

-  Rail  and  labour  inefficiencies  must  be  addressed. 

Some  commodities  are  left  out  of  government  programs  eg.  hay  quality  (crop 
insurance)  and  hay  under  NISA  and  dairy  under  NISA. 

Too  many  restrictions  on  export  grain  eg.  cleaning  grain  inland. 

1    Canadian  grain  transportation  system  inefficient  -  No  competition. 

-  Change  WGTA  to  promote  competition. 

Hanna 
Tablet 

-  Crow  benefit  Reduction       -       Oats  decrease  $20  per  BU 

Steers  decrease  $20  per  HD 

-  Crow  rate  will  be  lost  if  no  decision  is  made  (towards  paying  the  producer). 

r     Crow  Rate  (WGTA)      -  grow  less  wheat 

-  more  barley 

-  compete  with  barley  growers 

-  more  livestock  -  over  supply 

Should  be  gradual  Phase-in. 

If  subsidies  removed,  3rd  world  countries  would  have  to  pay  2  times  as  much  as 
farmers,  income  goes  down. 

If  reduced  globally,  no  real  effect  of  farms. 

If  "substantial"  is  replaced  by  "totally  eliminated,"  no  adverse  effects. 
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Lower  transportation  costs,  more  efficiency  (trucking  restrictions  into 
Saskatchewan  and  B.C.) 

Possible  expanded  markets. 

If  Quebec  hog  barriers  were  decreased  than  income  from  hogs  increases  (prices 
increase). 

Gain  value  added  potential. 

"I  want  to  be  on  the  dispute  settlement  committee." 

Pork  disagreement  with  us  have  been  successfully  defended. 

Trade-off  of  wheat  sales  for  gas  sales?  (Danger  -  maybe  commodity  groups 
should  represent  industry). 

Maybe  too  many  special  interest  groups  anyway.  They  should  be  self  sufficient  - 
Co-operative  effort. 

Are  we  to  be  the  pace  setter  and  commit  suicide.  Accomplish  the  first  three  first. 
Question  -  Has  Alberta's  agriculture  ever  been  market  driven? 
"With  loss  of  NTSP,  calves  won't  be  worth  much  next  year!" 

Westlock 
Table  3 

Marketing  difficult  for  individual  farmers  -  groups  of  farmers  have  greater  leverage. 

Local  markets  easier  -  further  away  markets  -  cost  high  (prohibitive). 

Short  and  long  term  markets  -  limited  by  length  of  time. 

Political  situation  -  interprovincial  trade  barriers  should  be  removed  (easier 
sometimes  to  market  in  the  U.S.). 

Individual  farmer  has  more  ability  to  market  than  they  think. 

The  more  diversified  the  farmer,  the  greater  the  challenge  to  market. 

Free  trade  world  wide  but  will  take  time. 

Long  term  trade  barrier  reduction  will  be  good. 

Short  term  -  dropping  off  all  support  may  be  a  problem. 
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Unfair  quota  distribution  in  Canada  how  so  if  provincial  trade  barriers  eliminated  - 
we  can  get  some  of  that  of  market  (ie.  Quebec). 

Create  equal  playing  field  between  provinces. 

Throw  out  provincial  subsidies  in  Alberta.. ..no.. ..can't  get  rid  of  market  responsive 
program  in  Alberta  if  they  exist  elsewhere  e.g.  EEP. 

In  fluid  (dairy)  production,  no  concern  with  free  trade  with  U.S.. ..may  be  a  problem 
with  diary-butter,  eg. 

Progressing  well  in  getting  free  trade  with  GATT. 
Trade  offs  may  be  disadvantageous. 
Create  or  help  create  a  level  playing  field. 

Price  of  production  quota  twice  as  high  in  B.C.,  if  allowed  to  ship  to  B.C.  it  would 
make  a  difference. 

Can  compete  -  will  become  competitive. 

People  may  have  to  change  nature  of  operation  because  their  production  may  not 
be  efficient  enough. 

Supply  and  demand  will  actually  happen. 

Government  should  be  involved,  this  is  one  of  the  most  important  roles  (3). 
Open  up  markets  (local  and  international). 

Be  prepared  to  work  for  less  than  I  am  now,  all  of  us  tax,  labour  system. 
Income  would  go  up  (grain). 

Won't  change  much  because  we  would  be  more  efficient  (supply  management). 
Tripartite  a  farce  -  the  wrong  people  got  the  money. 
Payouts  are  used  up  in  Government. 

Taxpayer  would  be  saved  money  in  short  term,  but  that's  not  to  say  the  consumer 
will  pay  in  the  long  run. 

No  impact  on  operation  because  they  have  never  taken  part  in  programs. 

Taken  part  in  every  subsidy  because  although  not  agreeing  with  program,  would 
be  ridiculous  not  to  use  it. 
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Westlock 
Table  4 

Define  what  is  a  subsidy. 

Level  playing  field. 

Competitive  basis  positive. 

Beef  grading  system    U.S.  reciprocal  no  dumping  -  beef  -  poultry  -  economical 

in  scale. 

Decrease  tariffs  positive  for  beef  and  food  grain  impact  on  CWB. 
Interprovincial  trade  barriers  need  to  be  decreased. 
Question  legitimate  Alberta  interests. 

Define  role  of  government 

-  Safety 

-  Information 

Government  has  a  role  -  to  negotiate  trading  roles. 

Tax  policy  -  must  let  us  allow  competitiveness. 

Subsidies  -  Yes  or  No? 

Adjustments  for  transition? 

Producers  need  to  learn  international  competition. 

Fairview 
Table  3 

Other  countries  are  subsidizing  more  than  we  are. 

Production  and  trade  distorting  subsidies  -  if  changes  are  made  here  but  what 
about  the  rest  of  the  world  and  their  subsidies, 

Subsidies  limit  secondary  processing  -  why  would  we  bother  with  it? 

Railroads  not  efficient  because  of  subsidies. 

If  subsidies  are  reduced,  farmers  will  be  competitive  even  the  Peace. 

GRIP  is  a  production  distortion  subsidy;  initially  thought  it  was  an  insurance 
program. 
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Open  market  between  Canada/U.S.  we  would  benefit  under  EEP. 
EEP  is  taking  away  European  customers. 

Interprovincial  trade  barriers  sliould  be  one  of  the  easier  areas  to  cliange. 

We  would  have  a  lot  to  gain  in  agriculture  if  there  were  not  interprovincial  trade 
barriers. 

Strategy 

1 .  If  you  didn't  make  any  money  without  subsidies,  you  wouldn't  grow  it. 

Maybe  let  producer  organizations  negotiate  instead  of  government  so  things  will 
happen. 

Appreciate  having  input  into  government  policy. 
Reduce  subsidies  we  would  do  what  we  do  best  and  be  competitive. 
Proper  farming  practices  would  occur  if  such  a  proper  crop  rotation. 
NTSP  distorted  "far  market. 
Reduce  feed  costs. 
Promote  diversification. 
Strategy 

2.  Would  look  for  our  own  markets  would  positiveiv  change  the  way  we  transport  our 
products. 

Strategy 

3.  This  is  a  government  role  in  giving  information  on  trade  investment. 
Government  gets  in  the  way  of  Cattle  Commission  negotiations. 
Biggest  problem  in  program  development  is  to  decide  what  is  tradition. 
Public  image  of  payouts  is  a  problem. 

Greater  self  reliance  -  okay  if  level  playing  field. 

Table  to  compare  subsidy  programs  with  different  countries  (total  picture). 
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Innisfail 
Table  2 

Since  we  operate  in  world  market  -  we  should  not  eliminate  ail  subsidies  unless 
other  countries  also  eliminate  subsidies. 

Beef  -  health  regulations  need  to  be  changed. 

Export  of  regular  beef  animals  -  provincial  regulations  differ  in  province. 

Subsidies  need  to  be  reduced  in  short  run  -  long  run  eliminate. 

How  much  of  farm  capital  value  decrease  is  entrenched  in  subsidies  -  Value 
decreases. 

Highly  leveraged  farmers  would  be  in  trouble  -  beginner  farmers. 
Producers  are  competitive  providing  level  playing  field. 
Free  trade  is  one  directional. 
Politics  is  largest  barrier. 

Subsidies  have  steadily  decreased  over  last  few  years  -  don't  know  of  they  lose 
more. 

How  do  we  determine  what  a  level  playing  field  is? 
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MARKET  OPPORTUNITIES 


WB9tlock 
Table  5 


More  coordination  between  federal  and  provinciaj  government  (all  areas). 
More  coordination  between  community  groups. 

Develop  umbrella  body  (Government  (20%)  and  private  sector  (80%)  in  a  unified 
manor  to  develop  market  throughout  the  world  (combine  provincial  and  federal 
bodies). 

Expand  our  value  added  industry  (expand  on  matching  funding)  -  (government  $1 
-  industry  $1). 

Need  less  government  involvement. 
Private  sector  needs  to  expand. 

Producer  can't  become  more  efficient  -  they  reached  their  maximum. 
Government  become  more  of  a  facilitator. 
Government  regulations  are  to  slow  re-industry. 

Government  and  industry  should  work  together  more  actively  on  developing  new 
markets. 

Government  should  do  more  in  identifying  market  with/for  private  sector. 

Who  is  going  to  pay  -  when  we  go  out  to  market  our  products. 

Producers  should  become  more  active  in  markets  (ie.  Australia  (beef)  agenda,  20 
times  amounts  we  do  in  promotion)  collection  and  distribution  of. 

Market  information  isn't  necessary  to  be  government's  main  role. 

Should  increase  food  production  industry. 


Table  2 


Is  it  the  governments  role  to  supply  the  industry  (farmers)  with  information? 
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Role  of  government  maybe  shouldn't  be  in  the  business  of  information  but  rather 
make  sure  there  is  -  level  playing  field  eg.  don't  overtax  industry. 

Follow  agriculture  industry  information  more  closely  than  government  information 
(marketing). 

Wonders  should  government  be  involved  in  providing  support. 

Don't  have  a  lot  to  say  on  the  marketing  process. 

Farmers  can  at  times  do  a  better  job  of  marketing  than  government. 

Is  the  government  a  good  judge  of  what  opportunities  are? 

Ensure  that  everyone  knows  about  the  opportunities. 

Take  farm  organizations  or  producers  on  trade  trips. 

Strategy  4  -  change  to  "Encourage  Improved  Sinkage  between  farmers  and 
industiy". 

Government  should  make  sure  industry  can  compete. 

Make  sure  infrastructure  is  In  place  (tax  regime.  h20,  roads/railways). 

Remove  regulations. 

Strategy  3  -  doesn't  feel  government  should  be  in  this. 

How  do  we  let  producers/industry  know  we  require  information. 

Without  government  you  would  become  more  resourceful. 

In  established  markets  government  should  be  out  of  it  in  new  opportunities  - 
government  role  to  ensure  information  flows  to  producers  and  industry  equally. 

Don't  know  if  they  really  believe  in  objective. 

InnMall 
Table  1 

Need  information  for  new  products. 

How  big  are  niche  markets.  If  everyone  gets  into  one  market  it  is  flooded.  Then 
move  onto  next  one. 

Need  to  know  what  the  market  will  bear. 
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If  government  assesses  markets  could  flood  them  more  quickly. 

If  you  have  information  you  could  make  the  decision. 

Entering  new  markets  is  lots  of  work. 

Overproduction  will  be  there.  No  easy  way  to  spread  it  out. 

Identification  of  opportunities  doesn't  mean  you  will  enter.  Depends  on  finances 
etc. 

Government  role  in  finding  larger  markets  is  possible  but  still  need  individual  effort 
and  investment  for  success. 

Information  on  how  niche  markets  work  can  be  provided  by  government.  Markets 
can  get  reaJ  thin. 

How  do  you  find  purchasers  -  eg.  traders,  big  processors  etc. 

Government  role  to  provide  information  and  being  catalyst,  not  to  knock  on  doors 
and  promote. 

Checklist  would  be  useful. 

Timothy  market  is  an  example  of  expanded  production.  Quality  standards  will 
change  and  become  higher. 

With  risks  comes  reward.  Can't  worry  about  the  last  guy  in. 

Rather  than  grants  to  processing  infrastructure  put  money  into  training  to  provide  a 
quality  work  force. 

Funding  should  go  to  new  ideas  and  things  you  can  compete  in. 
Too  many  taxes  on  input  costs.  Get  it  on  output  and  profit. 
Transportation  is  a  concern. 
Closer  to  California  than  Iowa 

Labour  laws  for  agriculture  are  an  advantage  for  farmers  here,  so  far. 

Need  to  make  sure  legislation  looks  to  realities  of  marketplace  eg.  Louisiana  does 
not  have  an  M  &  E  tax. 

Government  can  do  products  and  standards  comparisons  eg.  "fresh  chicken"  at 
zero  degrees  is  not  fresh  chicken  -  also  what  are  the  products  you  are  competing 
with  eg.  U.S.  no  roll  beef  comes  this  way  but  can't  ship  Can.  no  roll  within  Canada 
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Canadian  standards  shouldn't  be  higher  than  for  those  importing  products  that 
from  elsewhere  to  Canada. 
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FARM  DIVERSIFICATION  AND  VALUE  ADDING 


Vwmllion 
Table  4 

1 .   Infrastructure  problems  highly  structured/highly  regulated.  Raw  material  - 
"subsidized"  transporting. 

1 .  Keep  raw  resources  (human/resources  capital  as  well)  at  home. 

1 .  More  viable  small  communities  -  more  sen/ices  available. 

2.  Jobs  in  agriculture. 

Success(ful)  pilot  plant  (current  only  1  in  Alberta). 
Processing  -  provides  jobs  and  promotes  confidence  in  the  industry. 
Perhaps  negative  views  in/about  agriculture  -  change  urban  view. 
*  Transportation  of  products/materials  major  consideration  because  of 
distance  -  investors  attracted.  Plus  need  to  get  product  to  customer. 
Takes  uncertainty  out  of  starting  small  business. 

2.  Have  market  eg.  Asia  need  to  develop  technology  to  provide  this  product  eg. 
shelf  life  vegetables. 

3.  Make  sure  it's  accepted  customer:  suits  criteria  for  exports/imports.  Ready 
market  for  producer  to  sell  product  also  more  jobs.  Goal:  high  quality  product. 

4.  More  processing  plants  in  smaller  communities  to  strengthen  community. 

5.  Emerging  opportunities. 

6.  Enough  peas  to  meet  both  markets  need  assurance  to  assist  feedmills  to  have 
confidence  we  will  produce  product. 

-  Attract  new  investments  also  investment  in  own  community  -*  might  be  a  role 
for  government  here:  need  to  get  the  ball  rolling. 

-  Greater  investment  risk  for  the  company:  multinational  in  particular  <  creating 
investment. 

-  So  many  rules/regulations  eg.  Farmers  Market:  Federal  Regulations. 

-  Restrictions  on  small  producer  even  though  the  demand  is  there  eg.  ethanoi 
plant  -  hard  to  get  going  (small  scale!)  -  are  Canadians  willing  to  invest  (risk)? 

-  Opportunity  for  off-farm  employment. 
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Away  (this  is  the  incentive)  vs.  Manufacturing  product.  Paying  competitor  to  be 
more  competitive. 

Economy  has  matured  and  we  have  outgrown  the  current  system. 

Vaiue  adding  at  home. 
More  jobs. 

New  products  in  our  community. 

Making  the  step. 

Regulations  limit 

Threading  new  ground. 

Sunola:  marketing  (no  market/no  grow). 

Even  new  crops  -  back  to  piloting. 

Government  Roles: 

Providing  an  environment  for  business  -  technology  tech.  transfer. 

New  markets  may  not  be  regulated  to  death  eg.  Ostrich. 

If  there  is  an  opportunity  for  you  -  great:  don't  use  my  money. 


Oldz 
Table  4 


-  Facilitator  to  bring  people/markets  together.  Governments  to  get  out  of  giving 
money  for  grants.  "Putting  the  right  people  together." 

No  consultations.  Feds  spent  a  bundle....  All  they  do  is  inten/iew  and  tell  you  what 
you  want  to  hear, 

-  Government  to  actively  seek  out  markets  where  not  already  in  place  eg.  existing 
embassies.  Searching  out  technology  as  well. 

Each  one  may  increase  farming  because  markets  will  get  stronger. 

-  Increase  $1 5/20  tonne  whether  buying/selling. 

Will  allow  you  to  ship  own  grain  if  allowed  to  export  your  own  grain.  It's  restricting 
farm  diversification  in  the  west  because  have  to  match  that  subsidy  to  get  it  to  hold 
the  grain  here. 
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Cash  advances  problem  for  livestock  industry. 
Sit  on  grain. 

Used  because  they  are  there. 

Should  be  an  interest  rate  on  cash  advances  at  least  is  equal  to  bank  rate. 

New  technologies  and  plants  increase  kill  rate;  packers  here  greater 
competitiveness  with  U.S.  and  here  "should"? 

Doesn't  help  because  the  cost  set  up  each  of  the  most  economical  place.  There 
until  the  subsidy  runs  out 

If  you  have  to  do  things  to  get  cost  here,  should  they  be  here  in  the  beginning. 

Is  there  a  way  to  determine  if  the  assistance  is  cost  effective?  Difficult  to  make 

decisions. 

Leduc  (product  development)  one  of  the  greater  healthy  things  government  can 
get  involved  in. 

Research.  Study  what  hasn't  been  researched  before. 

Alberta  government  set  up  "library"  on  search  to  avoid  duplication.  Farmers  access 
data  bank  (direct).  Farmers  don't  get  utilization  because  don't  know  where 

research  is. 

Ne©d  better  job,  recognizing  research  funded/funding. 
Lot  of  good  research  lost  because  tough  to  access. 

R©lal^  to  Food  Safety  inspection.  To  have  credibility,  government  must  stay  in 
control.  Grading  different,  can  be  privatized. 

NB:  To  do  a  good  job  with  high  quality  especially  safety,  sells  our  products,  makes 
us  competitive,  Maintains  through  government  involvement. 

Won't  come  unless  best  place  to  do  busing.  "Dangling  a  carrof  won't  help. 

Anything/commodity  is  healthy  in  time  of  change,  when  competing  in  a  world 
market. 

Is  there  a  role  for  venture  capital  of  pool  of  funds? 

Private  sector  facilitators  bringing  investors  together.  Government  out  because 
competition  goes  to  grants. 


-81  - 

Government  role  is  to  establish  referrals/contacts  between  interested  parties  eg. 
company  wanting  to  expand  hog  operation/investors. 

Number  overlap  with  above.  Farm  diversification  will  take  capital. 

OTHER  COMMENTS: 

Strategy  #1 :  WGTA  and  CWB  work  in  opposition  (Not  good  examples). 
Strategy  #2  and  3:  "Assist"  too  vague,  open  to  interpretation  to  make  a  decision. 

Taber 

Tabid  4 

Size  of  operation  influences  buying  power  and  selling  options. 
Squeezing  small  farmers  out. 

Smaller  enterprise  easier  to  manage  -  ability  to  change/adapt  quickly. 
Need  skills  to  diversify  into  a  new  area  (management  skills,  technology). 
Expand  market  opportunities. 

-  Cost  money  to  diversify  -  need  more  background  knowledge  and  information 
Encouragement?  By  words  only. 

Removal  of  restrictions  -  first. 

-  Should  be  processing  not  exporting  raw  product  -  value  added. 

-  Promote  sugar  beet  production  and  expand  industry  -  remove  barriers  preventing 
this  (new  regulations?). 

-  Tariffs  on  shipments  coming  in  (quotas). 
Need  a  level  playing  field  with  rest  of  world. 

Lose  raw  products  customers  when  value  added  to  raw  products. 

Do  as  much  as  you  can  here. 

Must  do  this  first  to  promote  diversification. 

Modifications  to  CWB. 
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"    Attract  investments  -  profits  to  stay  here. 

Farmers  working  with  each  other  (specialities). 

Methods  to  invest  our  money  into  Alberta. 

Reduction  in  tax  -  stimulates  economy. 

Long-term  policies  -  leave  alone. 

CWB  -  option  of  producer. 
"    Change  necessary  -  be  flexible. 

Long-term  interest  rates. 

-  lyore  access  to  markets  to  sell. 

-  CWB     -  Monopoly 

Too  much  control 

»    Income  support  programs  have  not  encouraged  diversification  -  in  fact 
discouraged  it. 

Use  taxation  for  putting  money  aside  for  future  year(s). 

"    NISA  -  retirement  fund. 

Barebones  -  allows  for  political  arm  twisting  by  powerful  groups  not  covered  (extra 
programs  on  top). 

-  "Claw  back"  mechanism? 

■»    Whole  fanm  (let  government  decide)  insurance  plan. 

-  Long  term  stability. 

-  All  producers  pay  into. 

Hanna 
Tablo8 

-  More  options  available  to  producers. 

-  More  local  employment  opportunities  if  our  labour  costs  allow  us  to  compete. 
May  be  short  term  costs/pain  until  we  develop  processing  capability. 

-  Increase  transport  rates  -  offeet  somewhat  by  increase  commodity  value. 
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Increase  competition  -  tough  on  less  aggressive  farmers. 

Assistance  needs  to  come  from  the  industry. 

Diversification  opportunities. 

Can  influence  what  is  grown  eg.  SPITZ  sunflowers. 

Shouldn't  forget  about  traditional  products  processing  e.g.  flour. 

Need  to  recognize  potential  for  some  failures  when  providing  assistance. 

Improves  our  competitiveness  in  world  markets. 

Also  improves  Alberta  competitiveness,  diversification  opportunities  e.g.  white 
straw  to  paper,  ethanol,  etc. 

Need  to  work  with  industry  to  identify  market  opportunities. 

Need  to  encourage  farmers  to  quit  growing  crops,  etc.  that  do  not  pay. 

Encourage  but  not  via  money  government  should  be  a  catalyst  -  provide  R  ^  D  - 
getting  producers,  processors,  and  marketers  together  to  discuss  market 
opportunities  production  possibilities,  etc. 

W99tlOCk 

Table  7 

Greater  access  to  markets,  opportunities  for  higher  income. 

Need  for  orderly  marketing  to  give  everyone  access  to  markets. 

Removal  of  transportation  regulations/subsidies  will  improve  markeVdelivery 
opportunities  -  could  deliver  to  local  mill  instead  of  having  to  ship  product  to  coast  - 
current  system  penalizes  local  product  delivery. 

Streamlining  federal  and  provincial  regulations  would  reduce  red-tape,  improve 
consistency,  harmonization  and  open  new  markets. 

May  lower  product  prices  to  producers. 

Removal  should  be  for  all  commodities  to  create  level  playing  field. 

Impact    more  technology  will  help  process  the  product  the  consumer  wants. 

Develop  further  markets  and  opportunities  for  new  producers. 
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Consider  using  tax  incentives  for  R&D. 

-  Some  onus  on  producers  to  work  with  processing  sector  to  determine 
needs/opportunities. 

Maybe  some  incentives  need  to  be  directed  to  processors  rather  than  producers. 

Need  to  ensure  meets  market  needs  -  ditto  quality  standards/consistency  eg. 
cannot  simply  produce  a  lamb  -  need  to  determine  market  needs. 

To  attract  investment  -  must  let  potential  investors  know  what  we  can  offer  - 
internally  as  well  as  outside  Alberta. 

Double  production,  increase  competition  (good  for  industry). 

New  money  would  encourage  new  farmers/more  people  to  enter/stay  in  farming; 
need  to  create  incentives  for  investors. 

Keeps  kids  in  community  -  local  employment. 

Need  for  better  communication  from  "trade  centres"  to  inform  farmers  what 
needs/opportunities  are. 

Would  stabilize  income  (when  one  product/commodity)  is  down,  another  is  up. 

-  Opportunities  to  diversify,  intensify,  expand  employment  locally. 
Quit  selling  off  raw  products. 

Falnfiew 
Table  4 

-  Removing  WGTA  -  change  way  farms;  feed  more  livestock;  look  for  cheaper 
transportation;  look  for  local  markets. 

-  Removal  of  regulations,  will  allow  a  market  driven  industry. 

-  Ideas  can't  be  translated  in  action  because  of  lack  of  money  and  technology. 

-  With  assistance,  help  to  focus  on  goal. 

-  Assist  with  decision  of  what  to  produce  based  on  assets  and  land. 

-  Determine  what  grows  -  new  products  that  utilize  technology  give  incentive  to  what 
you  want  to  grow. 

-  More  money  because  people  will  buy  it. 
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Expand  local  markets  for  F  and  V's  versus  importing. 
Ensures  share  of  international  market  -  increases  local  market. 
Increases  market  demand. 
Raising  land  values. 
Brings  in  more  people. 

Land  taken  up  for  non-farm  use/adverse  effect. 
Producers  and  commodity  groups  need  to  make  investments. 
Another  outlet  for  power. 
Sell  product  locally. 

Getting  more  money,  can  produce  higher  value  product. 

Not  at  whims  of  one  commodity  price  because  we  are  diversified. 

Affects  (protects)  individual  and  communities  from  price  fluctuations  and 
bankruptcies. 

If  variety  of  grains/livestock,  so  price  generally  good  for  at  least  one. 
Has  helped  price  of  product. 
Gives  outlet  for  product  eg.  canola. 
More  money  spent  locally. 

Streamline  processing  facilities  -  may  be  increased  transportation  costs  to  go  to 
specialized  facility  eg.canola. 

Local  economy  would  benefit  assuming  markets. 

Provide  more  jobs  that  can  impact  on  farm. 


INPUTS 
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VermlUon 
Table  2 

Money  between  consumer  and  producer. 
(Where  is  it???) 
(Who  is  getting  it???). 

Quota  on  chicken. 

No  information  about  retail  cost. 

-  Consumer  not  informed  about  what  is  in  their  food. 
High  cost  of  administration  of  subsidy  programs. 
Premiums  to  insurance  programs  (cost  to  farmers). 

Government  can  make  changes  to  subsidy  programs  (can  break  contracts). 
Farmer  has  to  pay  back  on  subsidy  programs. 

-  Money  mismanaged  by  Government. 

Government  anyways  gives  in  to  unions  (labour)  strikes    Farmers  have  no 
control  (eg.  grains). 

-  CROW  is  a  rail  subsidy  not  producer  subsidy. 

-  Government  has  not  been  effective  with  their  subsidies  (eg.  fertilizer  dealers 
increase  price  when  fertilizer  subsidy  came  in). 

-  Telling  one  thing  and  doing  something  else. 

-  Tax  on  natural  gas  (Why???). 

-  Farmers  are  not  using  sen/ices  when  in  their  fields. 

-  Dock  workers,  etc.  should  be  called  an  essential  service. 

-  Limit  number  of  farm  vehicles  on  the  farm    trucks  getting  fuel  at  lower  rates. 

-  Fair  value  of  farm  product  at  consumer  level. 

-  Taxes  (royalties,  etc.)  -  49%  on  fuel. 
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Supply  management. 

Producer  can  not  dictate  the  price  for  his  product. 

Producer  has  no  control  over  the  price  of  inputs  (he  must  use  fertilizer  and 
pesticides). 

Producers  can  switch  crops  but  price  will  decrease  for  that  crop  eg.  peas. 
Farmers  are  STUCK  -  FCC  and  ADC  increase  land  prices  distorted  land  prices. 
Farmers  were  given  excess  cheap  money  -  now  have  to  pay  the  money  back. 
Farmers  need  to  be  debt  free  in  order  to  buy  farm  inputs. 
Farmers  are  taking  a  loss  on  each  acre  of  wheat. 
Farmers  need  to  know  about  the  futures  and  hedging. 
Farming  is  a  tough  business. 

Government  says  we  need  to  compete  then  they  take  money  away  from  taxpayers 
who  could  buy  our  products. 

Government  keeps  deferring  their  debts. 

Government  keeps  giving  money  to  things  such  as  culture  and  recreation  eg.  ball 
diamond. 

Use  research  that  is  done  in  the  states  for  pesticides. 

Other  companies  should  be  allowed  to  make  pesticides  that  are  similar  (eg. 
Round-Up). 

This  brings  cost  of  pesticides  down. 

Environmental  (tree  huggers)  are  going  too  far    Where  are  they  getting  their 
information  from. 

Farmers  have  become  more  environmentally  friendly. 

Farmers  must  have  return  to  compensate  them  for  changes  in  the  Environment 
Protection  and  Enhancement  Act. 

Some  things  in  Act  are  going  too  far  (small  spills)  "going  over  board". 
Use  common  sense. 
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Subsidies  have  to  be  the  same  across  all  provinces. 

Lower  our  import  standards  causes  more  risk  to  farmers. 

More  environment  clinics  in  the  winter  (farmers  maybe  should  have  to  take  these). 

Is  the  agenda  already  made  for  these  workshops  we  are  at  here  today. 


rater 
Tabid  1 

Farmers  feel  they  have  had  little  input  to  the  Environment  Protection  and 
Enhancement  Act.  Some  aspects  e.g.  pesticide  storage  requirements  may  result  in 
dosed  rural  facilities  and  producer  moving  the  product  further  in  his  pick-up. 
Some  lack  of  common  sense  e.g.  livestock  disposal  of  smaller  categories  e.g. 
sheep,  dead  truck  won't  come,  not  allowed  burn,  what  do  we  do?  Can't  bum  in 
winter.  Landfill  won't  allow  at  some  sites  and/or  some  are  unaware  that  provinces 
requires  it. 

Lack  of  competition. 

Price  fixing  eg.  merger  of  2  prominent  fertilizer  companies  therefore  higher  input 
prices. 

-  Some  strategies  may  benefit  the  consumer  at  the  expense  of  the  producer. 
Too  few  large  productions. 

Buyers  for  some  commodities  will  with  open  competition,  will  eliminate  the  weaker 
buyers  resulting  in  monopolies. 

-  There  is  a  shortage  of  competent  farm  labour.  Complex  issue.  Also  need  desire  to 
work,  seasonal  help  and  enough  income  to  pay  help. 

-  We  have  a  hard  time  believing  that  others  (especially  U.S.A.)  would  really  reduce 
their  subsidies.  We  are  confident  in  our  ability  to  compete  on  a  level  field. 

-  If  the  U.S.  border  was  really  open  (free  trade)  we  would  bring  in  chemicals,  etc. 
cheaper  and  increase  competition. 

-  Danger  in  number  5,  is  that  companies  make  profit  on  taxpayers  inputs  to  help 
them  produce  a  product. 
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Hanna 
Table  5 

Reduce  regulations  to  foster  competition  among  fertilizer/chemical  companies. 

Monopoly  pricing  "collusion". 

Reduced  supply  of  chemicals  to  protect  price. 

Higher  income/margins  from  competitively  priced  inputs. 

Reduce  provincial  taxes  on  inputs  -  level  playing  field  (no  subsidies  will  then  be 
needed). 

Harmonize  standard  with  U.S.  if  we  are  to  compete  (GATT). 
Lower  cost  (fertilizer/chemical)  by  encouraging  competition. 
De-regulate  to  foster  market  driven  economy. 

Fertilizer  costs  lower  in  Alberta  due  to  manufacturing  and  natural  gas  in  Alberta 

Concern  over  consolidation  of  fertilizer  manufacturers. 

New  environment  standards  imply  higher  costs. 

Who  pays  the  cost  of  implementing  new  environment  standards. 

Support  a  safer  environment  at  reasonable  cost  (common  sense). 

Government  should  maintain/encourage  research  together  with  private  industry. 

Must  support  the  family  farm  -  keep  our  youth  on  the  farm. 

Consider  measures  to  facilitate  inter-generational  transfer  of  farms. 

Falrview 
Table  1 

Strategy 

1 .  Why  reduce  input  subsidies,  are  they  a  problem  with  GATT? 
Lower  input  costs  increase  greater  profit. 
Taxes  -  are  they  a  large  part  of  input  costs  -  for  machinery? 
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inputs/ail  should  be  market  driven. 

3.  Could  we  review  tests  from  other  countries  and  augment  research  up  to  our 
standards  rather  than  repeat. 

Are  there  more  holistic  management  production  processes  we  can  use?  -  more 
research? 

Marketing  organic  needs  a  premium  price. 

Labour  is  no  problem  if  you  have  a  good  woman  (big  machines  -  less  need  for 
labour). 

6.  A  training  program  like  Europe  is  needed. 

Encourage  college  agriculture  training  -  by  profitable  farming. 

7.  Will  burning  off  sour  gas  plants  create  problems?  Is  there  research? 

Higher  costs,  how  to  swallow  because  the  environment  shouldn't  cannot  be 
stopped. 

When  diesel  costs  -  you  don't  waste  -  but  if  it  was  there  before  ~  what  then? 
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MANAGEMENT,  KNOWLEDGE  AND  SKILLS 


Olds 
TABLE  3 

Does  government  need  to  do  facilitate/ensure? 
Education  versus  service. 
Duplication  concerns. 

Ability  to  interpret  (management  projections). 
Integration. 

Fee  for  service  and  education  -  Okay. 

Time  -  Farmers  are  busying  doing  not  having  time  to  manage. 

-    Second  step  -  Record  keeping  okay  or  easy  for  other  person  -  Need  time  for 
analysis. 

Service  industry  needs  to  be  more  involved  in  farm  enterprise  -  help  with 

education/analysis. 

Tax  planning  versus  management  planning  on  farm  level. 

Multiple  reasons  for  management. 

Tax  books. 
Bankbooks. 
Management  books. 

Tax  avoidance/minimization  decisions. 

There  are  localities/enterprise  differences. 

Hanna 
Table  2 

No  competition  at  present  because  of  the  government. 
Private  industry  should  be  more  involved. 
Still  need  college  and  university. 
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Qovemment  can  be  biased. 

Government  doesn't  have  employees  to  back  up  opinions. 

Product  testing  needs  neutral  opinion  therefore  subsidization  needed. 

Must  have  seminars  on  business  bookkeeping  production  -  market  information  as 
a  monthly  is  okay  weekly  too  much  un-bias  -  B.A.R.A.  shows  by  example  ADA 
gives  impartial  information  basic  research  should  be  at  university. 

Agriculture  needs  good  management  and  research  -  government  should  stress 
above  -private  industry  can  do  market  analysis  ,  etc.  Private  research  is  fine. 

More  agricultural  schooling  before  going  to  farming  eg.  high  school  and  college. 
No  time  for  courses  once  in  farming. 

Farming  gives  you  every  right  to  fail  now  that  -  no  time,  money  or  energy  for 
experimenting  education  in  school  -  kindergarten  to  university.  Especially  in 
Alberta 

Have  to  have  government  to  do  testing  and  ensure  neutral  marketing  information. 
Bring  into  school  (Farm  training). 

Need  self  education  for  protection  of  income  ie.  book-keep  investment,  marketing 
skills  (on  going). 

Marketing  clubs  keep  them  going. 
Extended  information  marketing. 

Private  industry  doing  more  through  mutual  bonds,  RRSPs  (didn't  know 
government  did  this) . 

Private  section  information  is  biased,  government  shouldn't  be  involved  with  them. 

Schools  need  more  programs  for  money  management  for  farming. 

Marketing  and  investments  dubs  are  valuable  and  needed  for  learning  and 
experience. 

Diversification  needed  for  farming. 

Government  needs  in  market  information. 

Good  manager  is  knowledgable  and  experienced. 
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Government  shouldn't  do  things  private  industry  does  ie.  -  No  need  for  market 
analysis,  no  need  for  information  givers  and  sellers  can  do  that. 

Need  government  to  facilitate  the  progress  -  not  doing  (education). 

Colleges  can't  keep  up  with  times. 

Lacking  education  and  training  for  people  for  hired  help. 

Can't  get  farm  training.  Specialization  will  occur. 

Partnership  with  is  necessary  e.g.  CARA  but  private  industry  is  still  VERY  BIASED 
therefore  need  government  in  research. 

Green  certificate  mentioned. 

Wettiock 
Table  6 

-  Courses  created  by  government  -  farmers  not  aware  of  what  is  out  there  -  what  is 
available  eg.  management  services. 

Won't  pay  for  advise  unless  advisors  can  relate  to  farmers. 

Credibility  is  necessary. 

Beginning  farmers  need  services  to  be  provided  at  no  fee  -  can't  afford  to  pay 
concern  about  environment  issues  on  management  decisions. 

If  you  want  to  play  you've  got  to  pay  -  as  long  as  you  can  reap  rewards  right  away. 

AFRD  marketing  information  behind. 

Need  to  keep  up  to  date  yourself. 

Research  needs  to  be  in  my  area  to  be  worth  anything. 

Anything  older  than  24  hours  is  too  old  -  information  needs  to  be  very  current. 

Courses  only  offered  once  -  one  instructor  too  difficult  to  fit  into  schedule. 

Small  farmers  can't  afford  to  pay  services. 

We  need  information  now. 

-  Services  go  from  public  to  private,  cost  increases  and  small  farmers  couldn't  afford 
it. 
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Should  be  nominal  fee  for  public. 
Training  doesn't  fit  schedule. 
Forecasting  behind. 

Technology  biased  -  when  private  need  unbiased  research. 
Need  information  NOW! 

No  help  from  government,  needs  to  come  from  another  source. 

Government  still  has  a  role  to  play  with  small/beginning  farmers  soon  coming  into 
operations.  Need  to  get  message  out  that  these  services  are  available. 

Farmers  need  to  be  aware  of  changing  legislation. 

AVAILABILITY  -  location,  time,  cost  -  doesn't  matter  who  vendor  Is. 

Government  information  outdated  -  correspondence  program  key  but  need  to  be 
current  -  not  getting  cutting  edge. 

Need  to  work  in  conjunction  with  private/public. 

Insignificant  in  dairy  industry. 

Need  timely  information  in  conjunction  with  private  and  public. 

Key  to  financial  viability.  Need  to  have  product  that  there  is  a  demand  for. 

Follow  latest  research    determines  crop  grown  -  wants  to  work  with  research. 

In  terms  of  applied  research,  farmers  have  to  do  research  on  his/her  own  place. 
Government  has  a  place  in  number  crunching.  Farm  needs  information  as  soon  as 
they  get  it. 

If  we  supply  enough  research  in  value  added  will  help  down  road. 

Need  research  eg.  beef.  Will  impact  down  the  road  (long-term). 

No  need  doing  research  if  results  not  available  on  a  timely  basis.  Therefore  can 
get  into  new  product/etc.  faster  and  make  money. 
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Fairview 
Table  5 

Primary  research  -  Japan  is  spending  more  than  3%  GNP  or  research.  Canada  is 
at  1 .44%,  U.S.  at  2.77%  and  France  24%. 

We  are  lagging  behind  in  research.  Research  is  shadowed  by  oil/gas/lumber. 
Canadian  budget  for  statistics  is  as  high  as  for  total  Agriculture? 
Want  more  direction  and  funds  allocated  to  R  &  D. 
Build  knowledge  banks. 

We  are  currently  transferring  money  from  building  knowledge  to  applied  research  - 
reverse  this. 

Need  knowledge  of  world  needs  -  grain/meat  grading. 

Need  regulations  to  meet  those  standards/needs. 

Governments,  private  industry  and  producers  -  share  the  responsibility  for 
research. 

Producers  must  be  mora  involved  in  directing  research. 
May  not  have  skills  to  direct  research. 

Must  know  where  we're  going  as  we  review  our  research  needs. 

Need  to  focus  on  customer  needs  and  then  realign  our  production  to  capitalize  on 
these  markets. 

Our  skills  must  be  upgraded  to  be  current  -  danger  in  teaching  "old"  skills. 

Teach  producers  how  to  read  market  signals  -  need  to  teach  the  teacher  first. 

Search  for  a  new  basis  for  our  competitive  advantage. 

Federal  government  should  drive  this  as  we  need  consumer  dollars. 

Concern  that  producers  may  not  have  resources  for  research. 

Need  better  canola  varieties  not  only  equal  to  current  variable. 

Producer  organizations  more  involved  in  applied  research,  but  also  direct/fund 
primary  research. 
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Research  should  contribute  to  our  competitive  edge  or  don't  do  it. 
-    Broaden  the  base  of  research  groups  to  facilitate  expansion  of  applied  research. 


FARM  INCOME  SUPPORT 
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VermiUon 
Table  1 

Concerns 

Concern  with  trigger  mechanism  (if  farmer  putting  money  in,  then  wants  say  in 
when  can  take  money  out. 

Concern  with  absence  of  CPP  in  future,  so  looking  at  safety  net  for  retirement  - 
through  assurance  that  net  income  would  be  stabilized. 

That  government  (politicians)  will  change  course  mid-stream  with  another 
safety  net  -  same  as  GRIP. 

General  agreement  that  needs  to  put  focus  on  addressing  causes  - 
regulations,  interprovincial  trade  barriers,  etc. 

Concern  with  time  lags  with  trade  disputes  -  can  have  high  impact  on  affected 
commodity  individual  producers. 


VermiUon 
Table  2 


-    Where  did  GAIT  70  come  from? 

-  was  it  farmer  or  government  initiated. 

-  moral  hazard  is  too  big  in  GATT  70. 

There  is  one  right  thing  here  -  no  win  situation. 

Let  farmer  direct  his  own  account. 

Do  not  want  to  pool  money. 

Chicken  producers  have  supply  management. 

Do  not  want  to  subsidize  poor  farmers. 

Reality  is  that  if  you  are  small  business  (eg.  hotel)  if  not  efficient  you  are  gone. 
Same  with  farmers. 

Do  not  reward  poor  farmers  with  subsidy. 
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Key  in  with  the  majority  of  farmers. 

Sons  should  have  a  more  viable  way  of  buying  out  their  fathers.  This  will  happen  if 
fathers  have  a  retirement  account    government  account  pros,  so  they  do  not  have 
to  get  all  their  money  from  their  sons. 

»    Government  involvement  is  too  much  (barebones  has  a  lot  of  good  points). 

-  Pooling  funds  gives  some  guys  a  chance  to  take  advantage  of  the  situation  and 
make  poorer  decisions. 

70%  factor  is  okay.  It  helps  a  farmer  react  to  market  signals. 
Women  are  working  now  to  make  a  living  and  are  taking  extra  jobs. 
More  basic  family  values  are  needed.  Look  at  the  problems  of  divorce. 

-  Poultry  producers  would  prefer  government  subsidies  programs  and  stabilization 
programs. 

-  Government  forms  need  to  be  simpler. 

Try  to  phone  government  about  your  stabilization  account.  No  one  seems  to  be 
able  to  help. 

-  If  NISA  was  expanded  to  all  commodities,  that  would  be  fine. 

-  Well  not  please  everyone. 

Tables 

Approach 

1 .  Barebones  should  be  all  we  have  if  all  regulatory  constraints  removed  and  if 
also  in  synchronization  with  other  parts  of  Canadian  society  eg.  U.I. 

1 .  Crop  Insurance  major  component  in  all  of  them.  Not  much  in  the  rest. 

1 .  Barebones  O.K.  if  on  an  even  playing  field. 

2.  RRSP  for  established  farmers. 

2.  NISA  has  money  in  an  account  -  once  its  triggered  and  its  gone  then  nothing  is 
left. 

2.  Too  slow  to  respond. 
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2.  &  3.  No  policing  involved  to  NISAA'AISA. 

3.  NISA  promotes  you  to  put  money  in  for  a  disaster. 

4.  3  year  average  in  retiring  farmers  would  be  a  "golden  egg". 

4.   Open  for  abuse.  Give  support  to  those  who  are  there  for  the  long  term. 

4.  GATT  70  -  producer  is  leery  of  what's  in  a  government  account  (is  there  even 
anything  there  in  current  NISA). 

4.   Most  people  getting  sick  of  programs  that  are  based  on  need  eg.  GATT  70. 

Every  farmer  shouldn't  be  guaranteed  to  stay  in  business  by  programs. 

Not  possible  to  make  a  program  that  will  help  the  beginning  farmer. 

Vermilion 
Table  4 

All  programs  =  Pain 

Only  advantage  is  jobs  eg.  government;  bookkeepers,  etc. 

I  have  to  be  responsible  for  my  financial  well  being. 

*  Raise  commodity  prices  so  programs  developed  are  not  needed. 

i  will  opt  out  of  programs  if  not  suitable  to  my  situation.  Must  be  able  to  opt  out. 

Farming  is  a  business  not  a  lifestyle.  If  owner  can't  stabilize  own  income  perhaps 
should  leave. 

Rather  live  without  them  but  until  trade  action  is  equitable  they  are  needed, 
must  reward  good  management. 

more  on  RRSP  basis  -  tax  benefit  not  government  contributions. 
Like  Whole  Farm  approach. 
Barebones  too  social. 
VAISA  seems  most  appropriate. 
GATT  70  going  backwards. 
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Vemillon 
Tabl®i 

#3 

Disaster  Assistance  definition  should  indude  trade  action  compensation. 
100%  recovery  of  injury. 

-  Immediate  responses. 

VAISA 

-  grow  most  profitable  crop. 

-  Crop  better  for  diversified  farms.  More  adjusting  due  to  profitable  ventures,  the 
more  the  government  rewards. 

-  Choice  of  cattlemen. 

BAREBONES 

-  Enhanced  crop  insurance  to  align  coverage  levels  with  actual  production. 
Feedlot  prefers  no  program  (individual). 

-  Feedlot  industry  prefers  VAISA. 

-  Addressed  the  concern  of  accumulated  debt  being  burdensome  for  our  next 
generation  (caused  by  us  living  beyond  our  means). 

Olds 
Tablet 

-  Which  one  will  give  me  something  when  I  retire? 

-  How  will  the  land  base  be  maintained? 

-  How  can  government  afford  it  -  emphasis  on  privatization? 

-  Beginning  farmers  should  be  protected. 

-  Rxed  rate  financing  and  insurance  is  necessary. 

-  Crop  insurance  and  disasters  -  sufficient.  Can  put  extra  money  in  RRSP's.  Save 
administration  costs. 
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Beef  operation  -  can't  afford  to  jeopardize  trading  agreements  -  like  barebones. 

Use  private  insurance  -  don't  agree  with  government  involved  in  programs 
(beginning  farmer  speaking). 

Like  free  enterprise  -  don't  believe  in  government  programs  even  though  have 
done  very  well  with  GRIP. 

With  government  standing  up  against  Uncle  Sam  -  more  confidence  in 
government. 

Concern  with  extremely  high  interest  rates. 
Concern  with  major  disease,  wind  storm. 

Sooner  money  that  went  into  NISA  went  into  fixed  rate  subsidization  for  beginning 
farmers. 

Olds 
Table  2 

Whole  system  is  unsatisfactory. 
System  geared  to  barriers. 
Can  see  barebones. 
Short  term  fix. 

Doesn't  help  industry  long  term. 
Designed  to  fix  of  patch  problems  caused  by  marketing/handling  input  issues. 
Young  farmers  (outside  employment)  have  no  say  in  these  proceedings. 
Every  program  to  date. 

Causes  distortion. 

Subject  to  rule  changes  after  start-up. 
must  sign  up  to  stay  on  level  field. 

Forced  to  participate  because  program  will  be  changed  to  your  detriment  if  you 
don't. 
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-    Should  not  have  any  of  the  4  programs  -  Let  private  sector  handle  it  -  anonymous. 


Olds 
Table  4 

-    When  paying  premium,  would  like  tax  break  (ie.  not  after  tax). 


Taber 
Tablo2 

Income  Stabilization 

-  GAIT  70  concept  too  complicated  to  be  handled  at  these  meetings. 

-  Previous  experience  (with  GRIP)  precludes  interest  in  another  stabilization 
concept/program  -  may  be  paying  for  something  where  won't  get  a  benefit. 

-  Prefer  government  to  get  out  of  stabilization  have  producers  put  their  money  into 
their  own  general  insurance  account. 

-  Must  insure  that  CI  is  maintained. 

-  May  be  hazard  with  GATT  70  with  respect  to  retiring  farmers. 

-  If  Government  implements  a  whole  farm  program,  for  God's  sake  don't  change 
rules  mid-stream. 
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Crop  Insurance  -  use  individual  average  (don't  use  indexes). 

-  Trade  actions  -  disputes  -  should  be  a  government  responsibility. 

-  GATT  70  -       how  does  it  work  with  crop  insurance. 

subject  to  manipulation  of  inventory. 

-  Keep  program  simple  less  paperwork. 

-  Crop  insurance  -       More  individualized 

Payments  based  on  claims 

Unpredictable  causes  should  not  affect  your 

coverage. 
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Maximum        -        to  be  paid  in 
to  be  paid  out 

Address  problem  of  rewarding  un-harvested  production  versus  harvested. 
Boards  -  should  have  more  (ail)  producer  involvement  (not  appointed). 

Taber 
Table  5 

Is  payment  under  GATT  70  from  part  of  income?  Yes  -  for  tax  purpose 

No  -  for  programs 

NISA  -  more  successful  farmers  get  taxpayers  money. 

GATT  70  is  backward  step  because  may  encourage  farmers  to  produce  marginal 
commodities. 

"  After  GRIP  I've  sworn  off  government  programs." 

Barebones  is  okay  if  there  will  be  a  fund  for  trade  compensation. 

Barebones  will  reduce  administration  of  program  and  decrease  paperwork. 

Barebones  and  GATT  70  may  give  opportunity  to  try  new  crops. 

Diversification  reduces  need  for  barebones  and  GATT  70. 

Money  should  go  to  successful. 

Is  GATT  70  acceptable  to  the  public. 

Not  in  favour  of  any!  I 

Voluntary  (must  be).  Rules  should  be  established  for  a  known  period  of  time. 
-    Concentrate  on  what  is  "GATT  GREEN". 
Need  more  information  on  GATT  70. 
How  is  disaster  defined  under  Barebones  by  lobby? 

Barebones  is  choice.  Must  be  voluntary.  Easy  to  administrate.  Barebones  should 
be  broader  based  ie.  cover  all  commodities  livestock  etc. 
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Tab&r 
Tables 

Beginner  farmer  program  needed. 

-    RRSP  eligible  SIMPLE  program  so  that  an  established  farmer  can  investAransfer 
ownership  of  farm. 

Do  not  feel  adequately  informed  to  make  decisions  at  this  time. 

Table  1 

GATT70 

Will  grain  industry  participate? 
Cattle  industry  may  jump  in! 
Off  farm  income? 
Major  acreage  change? 

Looks  like  it's  designed  so  people  can't  "farm  the  program". 
•Turn  over"  of  problems  is  high!  How  long  will  any  new  one  last? 
Under  GAIT  70  is  there  a  need/value  attached  to  Crop  Insurance. 
"Substantially"?? 

Hanna 
Table  2 

GAIT  70  could  be  farmed  more  than  the  rest. 

Could  be  a  sneaky  way  of  getting  tax  money  back  and  doesn't  agree  with 
government  support. 

These  programs  will  avoid  GRIP  problems  -  ie,  growing  wrong  crops  for  areas. 

A  farm  can't  drop  30%  income  without  big  trouble  so  mixed  farmer  will  do 
management  to  avoid  losses. 

Income  tax  consideration  could  affect  programs,  could  get  a  bunch  of  you  to 
leave  the  program. 
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Do  you  leave  3%  in  the  account  -  should  be  incentive. 
NISA  -  if  you  avoid  using  for  5  years  -  looks  after  self  as  a  saving  RRSP's. 
Administration  costs  could  get  out  of  hand  -  not  as  simple  as  originally  told. 
NISA  -  no  value  to  beginning  farmer. 

Hanna 
Table  3 

Too  high  administration  costs  of  monitoring  inventory. 

Hay  sales  not  covered  under  NISA. 

Timeliness  of  stabilization  payments  is  important. 

Hanna 
Table  4 

Disaster  assistance  -  what  are  the  requirements  to  be  deemed  a  disaster.  A 
tornado  that  hits  1  farm  versus  1 0  or  20? 

GATT  70 

Is  it  possible  to  farm  the  program  for  a  pay-out  and  then  cut  and  run  -  abuse. 

Hanna 
Table  5 

GATT  70  -  addresses  beginning  farmers  need  (no  "real"  premium  required). 

GATT  70  provides  security. 

Barebones  second  option  for  beginning  farmer. 

Established  farmer  prefers  whole  farm  VAISA. 

Hanna 
Tables 

GATT  70 

Government  must  put  money  aside  in  an  account. 
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5  year  average  throw  out  high  and  low  for  premium  caicuiations. 
70%  should  be  a  phase  in.  Will  allow  protection  for  more  producers. 
Allow  individual  to  build  up  funds  and  be  held  locally  and  build  interest. 
NISA/VAISA 

Modify  to  make  GATT  Green  and  slowly  meld  to  GATT  70. 

NISA  accounts  must  be  guaranteed  (payed  out  or  put  into  RRSP  type  account)  if 
GATT  becomes  a  reality. 

NISA  -  like  sheltered  savings  account  aspect. 

GATT  70  -  Tax  implication  and  interest  need  to  be  answered, 

Hanna 
Table  7 

Crop  Insurance 

Not  cost  effective. 

Problem  with  rules  that  keep  changing. 
Change  after  you've  seeded  your  crop. 
Keep  it  simple. 
GATT  70 

Problem  with  producers  manipulating  gross  income. 

Need  more  market  information. 

-  Newspaper 

-  Testimonial 

Information  sent  to  industry/associate  and  then  will  filter  to  farmer. 
Industry  would  then  get  contract  with  producer. 
Organic  products  -  crop  insurance  won't  cover. 
We  must  develop  niche  markets  (more). 
Market  non-traditional  products. 
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Market  research  and  product  development  research  ie.  game  farming. 

Government  not  to  support  (subsidize  new  market  industries). 

Objective  market  information  is  needed. 

Why  don't  we  develop  large  pasta  plant  in  Alberta. 

Wage  rates  limit  our  ability  to  compete. 

Changes  in  world  markets. 

CWB  approach  needs  to  change. 

Hanna 
Table  8 

NISA    -  $10,00  trigger. 

-  More  reasonable  amount  might  be? 

GATT  70  -    30%  too  big  a  range  for  fluctuation. 

Do  we  need  income  support  programs?  Barebones. 

Have  to  start  rewarding  a  producer  for  producing.  Not  for  non-production. 

Layering  programs. 

GATT  70  -  can  still  be  rewarded  for  non-production. 

Does  GATT  70  fit  in  with  farm  diversification  and  the  resulting  income  changes 
that  occur? 

GATT  70  -  70%  of  what  price?  Want/need  world  price. 

With  NISA  if  you're  diversified,  you  may  never  trigger  the  fund. 

NISA  -  may  be  a  good  retirement  fund. 

No  program  should  be  "farmable". 

Current  NISA  over  people's  heads. 

Transfer  from  NISA  to  GATT  70. 

Funds  paid  out  from  NISA  to  transfer  to  GATT  may  put  producer  in  very  high  tax 
bracket. 
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Cancellation  -  they  don't  pay  out  house  insurance  if  house  doesn't  burn  down. 

Program  design  has  to  be  fair  -  not  a  regional  or  area  design. 

Programs  that  are  too  sweet  will  fall  by  the  wayside  given  some  time. 

As  soon  as  there  is  a  program,  some  people  will  never  be  satisfied  -  they  expect 
more  than  what  they  should  get. 

Programs  become  bureaucratic  nightmare,  CI  is  simple. 

The  younger  the  generation  -  beginning  farmer  will  have  some  protection. 

Beginning  farmers  may  have  more  protection  available  as  compared  to 
established  farmers. 

Programs  shouldn't  inflate  the  price  of  land. 

WsBtlock 
Table  1 

-  None  based  on  COP. 

-  Concern  with  averaging  concept. 

-  GATT  70  -  simple. 

-  Concern  with  future  direction  of  government  (cheap  food  policy)? 

-  Want  something  with  CO. P. 

-  Concern  with  escalating  costs  -  in  the  3  year  average. 

-  Net  worth  of  farmers  is  eroding. 

-  Need  Crop  insurance  -  Need  disaster  -  Need  something  for  the  long  term. 

-  30%  is  too  big  a  hit. 

-  Make  it  30%  after  tax. 
Will  never  trigger! 

-  Any  program  should  be  based  on  beginning  farmers  criteria 
Concern  with  retiring  farmers. 
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None  of  these  options  address  the  long  term. 

GATT  70  is  a  disaster  program  with  an  value  added  as  a  forced  saving  plan. 

-  Is  the  3%  tax  deductible? 
Concern  with  manipulation. 

Westlock 
Table  2 

Low  risk  area  -  Crop  Insurance  is  not  widely  used. 
More  focus  on  hail  coverage. 

Crop  Insurance  should  be  kept  separate  from  any  income  stabilization  program. 

Westlock 
Table  3 

Don't  have  all  the  options  down. 
Some  viewpoints  were  not  captured  in  coalition  work. 
Question  N.A.  trade  rules  versus  what  is  allowable  under  GATT. 
Bias  of  any  problem  would  be  the  70%  factor. 

Is  there  any  other  industry  in  Canada  that  has  a  trampoline  under  them  like 
agriculture. 

Programs  (GATT  70)  susceptible  to  the  same  kind  of  problems  as  GRIP. 

NISA  -  a  farmer  has  marbles  in  his  head  if  he  lets  government  tell  him  when  he  can 
take  money  out. 

It's  the  grain  producer  that's  the  wimp  -  the  part  of  the  agriculture  industry  needs 
help. 

Government  people  -  get  out  of  our  business. 

-  Get  the  weirdest  conditions  for  payout. 

GATT  70  should  be  net  income,  not  gross  income. 
Want  a  national  program  -  across  the  board. 
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Reward  the  winners  in  Agriculture. 

We  have  never  known  tough  times  in  agriculture. 

Tax  deferral  on  saving  without  government  component. 

-  Land  is  a  big  fly  well  buffering  cost  of  grain  -  relative  to  subsidies,  etc.. 
Who's  paying  cost  of  quota  -  consumer  or  farmer? 

Everything  has  natural  checks  and  balances,  and  you  should  leave  it  natural  (and 
government  bureaucrats  unemployed). 

Too  many  producers  in  the  industry  ail  wanting  a  piece  of  the  pie. 

-  Programs  mask  real  market  signals  (if  programs  are  designed  to  take  care  of 
market  variability). 

Don't  worry  about  variations  let  the  market  take  care  of  it. 

W%9tlock 
Table  4 

NISA  not  for  beef  producers  or  supply  management. 

-  Disaster  Insurance  positive. 

-  Expanded  RRSP  -  allows  producers  to  help  himself  provide  his  own  income 
stabilization. 

-  Support  based  on  5  and  3  year  average  is  short  term  benefit  only. 

-  Not  a  good  idea  to  manipulate  production  of  specific  commodities. 

-  Income  is  okay  basis  for  stabilizing  -  Gross  or  Net? 
Net  income 

-  Problem  in  integrated  industries. 

-  What  is  farm  income? 

-  What  is  retailing? 

We9Uock 
Tables 

-  Don't  use  gross  income  to  base  program  on. 
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Separate  supporting  the  farm  business,  from  social  programs  to  support  people  in 
farming. 

Watch  moral  hazards  (farming  program). 

Should  reward  efficiency  -  building  a  large  safety  net. 

GATT  70  doesn't  reward  those  who  do  well  -  someone  can  go  in  decline  and  still 
collect  (retire). 

Advantage  of  NISA/VAISA  -  can't  be  manipulated. 
NISA/VAISA  can  be  used  to  facilitate  farm  transfer. 

Westlock 
Tables 

Can  GATT  70  account  go  negative? 
Fon/vard  looking  approach  (averaging). 
Options  only  deal  with  grain  industry. 
Need  more  information  on  GATT  70. 
Administration  costs  with  GATT  70. 

Will  there  be  a  point  where  government  won't  be  able  to  put  up  70%  GATT  70?  (eg. 
what  happened  with  hog  stabilization?) 

-  Combine  Crop  Insurance  and  GRIP  into  1  thing  that  we  can  afford.  Get  out  of 
administration. 

How  do  you  get  in  and  out  -  define  entry/exit  rules  upfront. 
Do  away  with  administration  costs. 

Can  we  have  a  program  that  minimizes  administration  costs. 

What  would  premiums  be  -  how  are  they  set  (%  of  income  averages  -  okay)  - 
(Getting  penalized  for  good  production  now) 

-  Young/beginning  farmers  doesn't  have  3%  to  put  into  programs  -  to  encourage 
young  -need  a  program  for  them. 

If  it  is  questioned  that  it  is  acceptable  to  public  -  there  should  not  be  safety  nets. 
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If  there  is  any  potential  for  countervail  don't  go  ahead. 


Westlock 
Table  7 

-  Barebones 

-  Would  enable  farmers  to  cover  unforeseen  events. 

-  If  insist  on  growing  products  for  which  there  is  no  market  then  need  to  fail. 

-  Negative  for  a  beginning  farmer. 

-  Current  NISA 

-  Not  supportive  -  should  not  pay  producers  for  making  money. 

-  Forces  producers  to  maintain  own  savings  account. 

-  Where's  the  insurance  aspect? 

-  Trigger  may  make  it  hard  to  collect  when  needed  -  hard  on  young  farmers  with 
high  debt  load. 

-  If  start  in  program  during  difficult/low  price  time  then  for  it  to  trigger  one  has  to 
be  even  worse  situation. 

-  Whole  farm  NSSA/VAISA 

-  Better  than  cun'ent  NISA  since  covers  all  commodities/GATT  acceptability. 

-  May  not  be  affordable  to  government  therefore  would  become  unstable. 

-  May  not  be  supported  by  public  (also  applies  to  NISA/QATT  70). 

-  GATT7@ 

-  May  be  supported  in  the  future  by  supply  management  sector,  whereas  other 
concepts  not  of  interest  to  sector  -  could  be  beneficial  in  long  run  when  tariffs 
reduced. 

-  Simple  (administration). 

-  Program(s)  can't  be  manipulated  and/or  abused. 

-  Acceptable  fee/contribution  structure. 

*    Personal  preference  for  the  barebones  but  young  farmers  need  more  support 


Falrvlew 
Tables 

-  Retirement  feature  in  NISA  -  turn  over  to  sons  and  have  retirement  monies. 

-  Do  we  need  an  income  support  program  if  we  get  rid  of  subsidies  and  trade 
distortions 

-  What's  wrong  with  an  RRSP. 

-  Need  a  program  to  take  out  the  inequalities. 
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like  barebone  concept  -  only  if  there  is  a  trade  distortion  -  the  government  steps  in 


Fairview 
Table  4 

Barebones 

-     Not  sufficient  if  carrying  debt  load. 

Step  backwards  -  differential  between  inputs  (money  increases)  and  risk  (becomes 
level). 

Current  NISA 

Money  put  in,  matched,  safety  backstop  ,  access  to  it  is  mine. 

Whole  Farm  NISA/VAISA 

Not  as  advantageous  -  not  1 00%:  concern  with  about  3  or  5  year  average  (5  Year 
may  be  more  responsive). 

Better  off  with  expanded  NISA  until  more  time  to  look  at  whole  farm  program. 
May  not  be  able  to  manage  30%  with  2  bad  years. 
70%  may  not  be  enough  to  cover  costs. 

Need  program  to  cover  1  st  couple  of  years  till  government  and  producer  has 
sufficient  funds. 

If  diversifies,  livestock/grain  already  managing  own  risk  so  may  want  to  put  money 
back  into  farm  versus  into  program. 


GATT  70 

-    Consider  phasing  in  -  actually  sound,  managing  your  own  versus  depending  on 
government. 

Like  flexibility,  options  in  and  out,  don't  have  to  put  funds  in  if  don't  want. 
A  problem  with  cost  of  protection. 

Agree  with  concept  of  preventing  farming  the  program  (moral  hazard).  How  much 
money  is  spent  making  sure  the  program  isn't  abused.  Has  anyone  looked  at  the 
administration  costs. 
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Falivlew 
Table  5 

-  NISA  doesn't  take  care  of  short-term  price  declines. 

-  NISA  discriminates  against  beginning  farmers. 

-  Why  can  you  insure  your  house  for  a  1 00%  but  not  your  crop? 

-  Instead  of  raising  crop  insurance  premiums,  use  GATT  70  money  to  prop  up 
crop  insurance  programs. 

Innlsfall 
Table  1 

-  Change  tax  laws  to  allow  for  self-insurance  i.e.  build  up  a  reserve. 
Difficult  to  get  Feds  to  recognize  this. 

GATT  is  dictating  level  of  support. 

GATT  7© 

If  have  to  payout  and  prorate  government  fund,  then  may  not  be  enough  at  a  later 
time  for  other  farms  producing  at  differing  times.  Agriculture  cross  subsidization 
plus  different  commodities  wrecking  at  different  times  should  avoid  prorating. 

-  GATT  70  could  r^ult  in  manager  split  up  operations  to  get  pay-outs  -  Moral  hazard 
problem  for  all  of  them. 

-  Concern  ie.  Moral  hazard  on  GATT  70  as  with  GRIP. 

-  Want  farmers  to  realize  prorating  is  a  possibility  if  insufficient  funds. 

Whatever  it  is  would  like  to  see  it  easier  to  run.  Keep  it  simple.  Minimize 
administration. 

-  Use  income  tax  statement  plus  inventory  change  under  sicnature  and  audit  for 
GATT  70. 

-  Can't  guarantee  success  for  beginning  farmers. 

NISA/VAISA 

-  If  you  are  doing  right  things  won't  collect  until  retirement. 

-  If  you  are  expanding  never  put  anything  in.  4%  of  nothing  isn't  very  much. 
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Is  insurance  then  pay  premium  hope  you  won't  collect.  4$  2%  @5  -  don't  market 
cash  value. 

As  soon  as  you  can't  pay  for  it  government  changes  the  rule.  Can't  insure 
agriculture.  Make  Crop  Insurance  individually  sound  rather  than  increase 
stabilization. 

Basket  approach  on  cropping  could  be  a  possibility.  Growing  grains  not  the  only 
enterprise  at  risk  in  agriculture. 

Innisfall 
TabE®  2 

How  long  after  crop  year  or  income  tax  year  would  payment  be  made?  Timelines 
important. 

How  does  it  handle  different  tax  year? 

Definition  of  disaster  -  may  need  further  clarification. 

NISA  form  too  complex. 

Give  me  fair  price  for  produce  -  skip  program. 

Innisfall 
Table  3 

is  frost  considered  a  disaster  or  is  it  insurable. 

Trade  comp.  How  long  would  it  take  to  realize  benefits  form  comp.  3  years? 

Maybe  need  individual  coverage  because  of  difference  in  farm  gross  margin. 

NISA  good  for  farmers  with  lots  of  income  but  doesn't  do  much  for  those  who  need 
support. 

Doesn't  do  anything  for  the  new  farmer  even  GATT  70. 
GATT  70  could  kill  mixed  farm.  Legally  split  operations. 
What  if  bank  runs  dry? 
Is  GATT  70  free  crop/hail  insurance. 
-    What  are  base  years  for  GATT  70. 
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Tie  GAIT  to  taxes  so  its  predictable. 

Don't  like  leaving  out  depreciation  in  GM  calculations  (Actually  more  costs  out, 
higher  margin). 


